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SPECIAL  ISSUES  ANALYSIS  CENTER 
YEAR  TWO  ANNUAL  REPORT 


Executive  Summary 

The  Special  Issues  Analysis  Center  (SIAC),  as  a  technical  support  center,  provides  assistance 
to  the  Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Languages  Affairs  (OBEMLA),  U.S. 
Department  of  Education  (ED).  The  purpose  of  the  SIAC  is  to  support  OBEMLA  in  carrying 
out  its  mission  to  serve  the  needs  of  limited  English  proficient  students.  In  this  role,  the 
SIAC  carries  out  data  analysis,  research,  and  other  assistance  to  inform  OBEMLA  decision- 
making. These  activities  are  authorized  under  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  of  1988,  Public 
Law  100-297. 

The  responsibilities  of  the  SIAC  are  comprised  of  a  variety  of  tasks.  These  tasks  include 
data  entry  and  database  development,  data  analysis  and  reporting,  database  management 
design,  design  of  project  accountability  systems,  and  policy-related  research  and  special 
issues  papers.  This  report  describes  activities  carried  out  by  the  SIAC  in  Year  Two.  A  full 
list  of  SIAC  products  for  both  years  of  operation  is  presented  in  the  Appendix, 

In  Year  Two,  a  database  was  created  based  on  FY93  Title  VII  application  data.  These  data 
were  described  in  two  separate  reports:  one  based  on  data  from  nonfunded  applications 
and  one  on  funded  applications.  These  data  will  be  used  to  provide  analyses  and  Short 
Turnaround  Reports  to  OBEMLA  on  specific  questions  on  an  as-needed  basis. 

Work  on  the  design  for  an  OBEMLA  database  management  system  was  continued  in  Year 
Two  through  meetings  with  OBEMLA  management  and  staff  and  through  further  data 
collection  and  systenis  review.  Other  education  organizations  were  contacted  for 
information  on  the  nature  and  structure  of  their  database  systems,  and  a  summary  of 
findings  was  reported  to  OBEMLA.  In  addition,  an  outline  for  a  series  of  three  reports 
describing,  respectively,  short  term,  intermediate  term,  and  longer  term  options  for  the 
development  of  an  improved  information  and  database  management  system  was  developed, 
and  the  first  two  of  these  reports  were  submitted. 

In  this  second  year,  no  programs  were  nominated  by  OBEMLA  for  accountability  and 
evaluation  system  review  by  the  SIAC.  In  place  of  this  effort,  the  SIAC  and  OBEMLA  staff 
discussed  separate  activities  related  to  the  development  of  new  program  regulations  on 
evaluation.  As  of  the  end  of  Year  Two,  the  revised  statement  of  work  for  this  effort  was 
being  finalized,  and  work  on  this  task  is  expected  to  continue  into  the  third  year  of  the 
contract. 

Also  in  Year  Two,  a  database  and  report  were  provided  to  OBEMLA  outlining  findings  from 
the  FY93  State  Education  Agencies  (SEA)  Title  VII  Grant  Annual  Survey  Reports. 


Work  continued  and  was  completed  on  the  remaining  seven  of  the  nine  Task  Orders 
exercised  in  Year  One.  These  included  three  special  issues  reports  (Model  3  Task  Orders) 
that  provided  a  review  and  discussion  of  LEP  student  population  estimates,  a  Biennial 
Report  to  Congress  on  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Program,  and  a  review  of 
assessment  instruments  used  with  LEP  students.  In  addition,  a  booklet  for  mainstream 
teachers  of  LEP  students  was  developed  as  a  revised  work  effort  carried  out  in  place  of  a 
written  focus  group  (Model  7  Task  Order).  Two  sets  of  graphic  displays  (Model  2  Task 
Order)  were  also  submitted.  One  set  provided  maps  showing  MRC  regions  and  project 
locations.  The  second  focused  on  Title  VII  program  data.  The  last  continuing  Year  One 
Task  Order  was  an  analysis  of  NELS:88  data  for  information  on  language  minority  and  LEP 
students  (Model  4  Task  Order). 

ED  has  exercised  nine  Year  Two  Task  Orders.  One  of  these  task  orders,  a  Focus  Group  on 
Master  Plans  for  Districts  Serving  LEP  Students  (Model  2  Task  Order)  was  conducted  and 
completed  in  Year  Two.  Two  additional  task  orders  were  begun  in  this  contract  year  but 
will  be  completed  in  Year  Three.  These  are  a  Literature  Review  and  Synthesis  Report  on 
Institutional  Change  and  its  Implications  for  Schools  Serving  LEP  Students  (revised  Model 
1  Task  Order),  and  a  Focus  Group  on  Research  Designs  for  Measuring  Institutional  Change 
Affecting  the  Education  of  LEP  Students  (Model  2  Task  Order).  The  remaining  six  Year  Two 
Task  Orders  will  be  carried  out  within  the  next  contract  Year. 


This  Apjiual  Report  consists  of  seven  volumes,  which  include  the  overview  report  on  the 
SIAC  activities  in  Year  Two  plus  six  additional  volumes.  These  volumes  present  copies  of 
selected  reports  submitted  to  OBEMLA  by  the  SIAC  in  the  past  year,  including  copies  of  all 
task  order  reports  submitted.  The  contents  of  each  volume  are  outlined  below: 

Volume  I:      Overview  of  SIAC  activities  in  Year  Two  and  a  discussion  of  the  implications 
of  the  Year  Two  findings  for  Year  Three  planning; 

Volume  II:     Copies  of  Short  Turnaround  Reports  (STRs)  based  on  analyses  of  Title  VII 
application  data  and  other  data  related  to  LEP  students; 

Volume  III:    Task  7  Summary  Analysis  of  the  FY93  Title  VII  SEA  Grant  Program  Annual 
Survey  Reports; 

Volume  IV:    Three  Task  Order  Reports: 

■  A  Review  and  Analysis  of  Estimates  of  the  LEP  Student  Population  (Task 
Order  D030); 

■  Manual  for  Teachers  and  Summary  of  Panel  Meeting  (Task  Order  D040); 

■  Characteristics  of  Secondary-School-Age  Language  Minority  and 
Limited  English  Proficient  Youth  (Task  Order  D060); 

Volume  V:     Task  Order  D050  Reports: 

■  Biennial  Report  to  Congress  on  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act 
Program; 

■  Report  on  the  Status  of  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  Program; 
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Volume  VI:    Three  Task  Order  Reports: 

■  An  Examination  of  Assessment  of  Limited  English  Proficient  Students  (Task 
Order  D070); 

»  Description  of  Task  Order  D080  Graphic  Displays; 

■  Description  of  Task  Order  D090  Graphic  Displays;  and 

Volume  VII:  Task  Order  DllO  Report:  Focus  Group  on  Master  Plans  of  Districts  Serving 
Limited  English  Proficient  Students. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 


The  second  year  of  the  Special  Issues  Analysis  Center,  a  technical  support  center  for  t^3 
Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Languages  Affairs  (OBEMLA),  has  been 
characterized  by  a  focus  on  activities  related  to  reauthorization  of  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act,  and  of  Title  VII  programs.  The  debates  on  reauthorization  have 
been  influenced  considerably  by  the  goals  outlined  in  Goals  2000  and  the  Educate  America 
Act.  Iitstructional  reform,  development  of  national  standards,  and  examination  of 
assessment,  including  alternative  assessment  approaches,  among  other  issues,  have  been 
important  concerns  among  educators,  policy-makers,  and  communities.  These  concems  have 
formed  the  context  for  many  of  the  discussions  carried  out  related  to  reauthorization  issues, 
and  the  work  assigned  to  the  SIAC  in  Year  Tv/o  has  reflected  this. 

Reauthorization  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  has  required  Department 
of  Education  and  OBEMLA  staff  to  provide  information  documenting  Title  VII  program 
activities  and  services,  and  also  information  on  LEP  student  populations  nationwide.  Over 
the  past  year,  many  of  the  SIAC  activities  were  carried  out  in  support  of  this  effort,  and  the 
Task  4  Short  Turnaround  Reports  proved  to  be  useful  mechanisms  for  responding  to 
information  requests.  In  addition,  certain  of  the  Task  and  Task  Order  reports  were  designed 
to  assist  in  the  process  by  providing  information  related  to  the  proposed  reauthorized 
programs. 

The  main  activities  of  the  SIAC  in  Year  Two  have  been  the  following: 

■  Developing  a  database  of  funded  and  nonfunded  Title  VII  grant  applications 
and  providing  summary  reports; 

■  Continuing  the  review  of  OBEMLA  data  collection  systems  and  providing 
further  input  to  the  design  of  OBEMLA's  information  and  database 
management  systems; 

■  Aggregating,  analyzing,  and  reporting  on  findings  from  the  SEA  Grant 
Program  Annual  Survey  Reports; 

■  Producing  reports  on  a  short-turnaround  basis  that  respond  to  OBEMLA's 
needs  for  summaries  and  analyses  of  information  related  to  Title  VII 
programs; 

■  Developing  a  comprehensive  OBEMLA  Historical  Database;  and 

■  Carrying  out  Task  Orders,  to  address  specific  information  needs,  through 
conducting  literature  reviews,  focus  groups  on  specific  issues,  graphic  displays 
of  data,  special  issues  reports,  and  special  analyses  of  extant  databases 
relevant  to  LEP  students. 
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The  purpose  of  this  Annual  Report  is  to  provide  an  overview  of  the  work  accomplished  by 
the  SIAC  in  Year  Two,  noting  issues  that  were  addressed,  problems  that  were  identified,  and 
findings  that  were  provided  to  OBEMLA.  In  addition,  based  on  our  experience  in  this  past 
year  of  work  on  the  various  SIAC  efforts,  we  discuss  the  implications  of  our  work  for 
planning  of  the  third  year's  activities. 
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11.  REVIEW  OF  TASK  ACCOMPLISHMENTS  FOR  YEAR  TWO  (FY9) 


In  this  section,  we  provide  a  task  by  task  discussion  of  the  work  accompUshed  in  this  year. 
In  addition,  we  outline  the  reports  submitted  and  ongoing  progress  on  Task  Orders  that 
have  been  exercised  in  this  year. 

TASK  1:       Update  the  Baseline  Management  Plan 

Purpose  of  the  Task 

The  purpose  of  this  task  was  to  update  the  general  management  plan  for  the  contract  in 
conjunction  with  the  COTR. 

Activities 

A  meeting  was  held  with  the  COTR  and  CO  on  October  13,  1993  for  the  purpose  of 
reviewing  the  SIAC  activities  thus  far,  reviewing  the  tasks  to  be  completed  and  agreeing 
upon  the  schedule  for  Year  2  tasks.  A  revised  baseline  management  plan  was  submitted  on 
October  15th;  this  updated  plan  incorporated  a  revision  of  deliverables  dates  to  adjust  for 
expected  delays  in  receipt  of  certain  data, 

A  number  of  issues  related  to  the  content  of  the  Year  2  work  were  discussed  in  the  October 
meeting.  On  Task  2  (Abstract  and  Report  Information  from  Annual  Funded  and 
NonFunded  Title  VII  Grants  Applications),  it  was  agreed  that  the  SIAC  would  pick  up  FY93 
application  copies  as  early  as  possible  and  prior  to  November.  On  Task  2.5  (Verification  of 
Grantee  Information),  the  SIAC  indicated  that  all  efforts  would  be  made  to  submit  the  Task 
2.5  Forms  Clearance  Package  about  12  weeks  early,  by  mid-November,  rather  than  the  later 
due  date  specified  in  the  contract.  Rescheduling  was  necessary  to  ensure  sufficient  time  for 
OMB  review  prior  to  the  spring  start-up  da' .  for  the  project  director  interviews. 

On  Task  3  (Investigate  and  Report  on  OBEMLA  Data  Collection  Practices  and  Develop  an 
Electronic  Database  Management  System),  it  was  noted  that  there  is  no  specific  direction  in 
the  SIAC  contract  as  to  a  statement  of  work  and  that  the  follow-up  activities  will  be 
deternnined  through  consultation  with  OBEMLA.  Specificially,  the  COTR  agreed  to  set  up 
a  meeting  with  OBEMLA  management  in  order  to  obtain  comments  and  reactions  on  the 
Task  3  report  submitted  earlier.  The  outcomes  of  this  meeting  were  exoc^.ted  to  provide 
guidance  for  further  development  efforts  on  the  design  of  the  OBEMLA  database 
management  system. 

In  discussion  of  Task  4  Short  Turnaround  Reports,  SIAC  requested  that  the  scope  of  the  Task 
4  analyses  be  broadened  to  include  other  databases  available  to  the  SIAC  and  relevant  to 
analytic  questions  identified  by  OBEMLA.  It  was  agreed  that  the  task  statement  of  work 
would  be  modified  to  include  use  of  any  databases  developed  by  the  SIAC  and  to  include 
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specifically  data  from  the  Descriptive  Study  of  Services  for  Limited  English  Proficient 
Students  (Development  Associates,  1993). 

Relevant  to  Task  5,  the  COTR  indicated  that  no  decision  had  been  made  on  the  two 
programs  to  be  nominated  for  review  for  this  year  and  that  this  decision  would  require 
more  time.  It  was  acknowledged  that  no  specific  due  date  for  deliverables  is  specified  for 
this  task  at  this  point.  Also,  it  was  agreed  that  the  SIAC  would  provide  diskette  copies  of 
the  draft  accountability  systems  provided  in  Year  One. 

The  organizational  structure  of  the  Annual  Report  (Task  6)  was  discussed  and  it  was  agreed 
that  in  the  next  year's  report  the  discussion  of  implications  for  the  next  year  would  be 
integrated  with  the  separate  presentation  of  individual  task  summaries.  That  is,  rather  than 
providing  the  discussion  of  implications  in  a  separate  chapter,  the  implications  of 
findings /activities  will  be  provided  immediately  following  the  summary  of  each  task.  This 
organization  is  followed  here. 

On  Task  7  (SEA  Annual  Report),  the  SIAC  was  given  permission  to  contact  SEAs  directly 
as  needed  in  order  to  clarify  any  inconsistencies  or  questions  regarding  the  Annual  Report 
Data. 

In  the  last  portion  of  the  meeting,  dates  and  further  specifications  for  the  delivery  of 
products  were  reviewed  for  ongoing  Task  Orders. 

Products 

Updated  Baseline  Management  Plan  Submitted  Oct.  15,  1993 

TASK  2:       Abstract  and  Report  Information  from  Annual  Funded  and  NonFunded 
Title  VII  Grants  Applications 


Subtasic  2.1:  Abstract  and  Organize  Title  VII  Grant  Application  Information 
Purpose  of  the  Task 

The  purpose  of  this  task  is  to  create  a  database  of  funded  and  nonfunded  Title  VII 
application  data,  including  data  reported  on  the  student  data  sheets  and  participant  data 
sheets  where  these  are  submitted  by  applicants  to  specific  programs. 

Activities 

Accessing  application  copies  for  data  entry.  In  November,  34  boxes  of  applications  were 
picked  up  by  the  SIAC.  Problems  in  the  GCMS  file  received  by  the  SIAC  were  discovered 
and  this  delayed  the  data  receipt  process,  since  the  GCMS  provides  the  record  of 
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applications  expected  to  be  received  for  data  entry.  In  addition,  a  large  number  of 
application  copies  were  discovered  to  be  missing  the  cover  sheet;  this  sheet  includes  much 
of  the  basic  project  identification  information.  Other  applications  were  found  to  be  duplicate 
copies  of  applications  in  hand,  and  some  200  applications  did  not  have  a  GCMS  match  based 
on  the  GCMS  file  provided  to  the  SIAC.  Over  the  next  months  the  SIAC  worked  with  the 
COTR  to  (1)  obtain  a  new  download  of  the  GCMS  file;  (2)  obtain  copies  of  the  missing 
application  cover  sheets;  (3)  identify,  access  and  make  copies  of  applications  for  which  no 
copies  had  been  received;  and  (3)  clarify  the  status  of  certain  applications  that  did  not 
appear  to  be  valid  applications  in  FY93.  The  activities  involved  in  obtaining  the  necessary 
copies  of  the  2138  applications  to  be  included  in  the  database  became  a  key  concern  of  the 
SIAC  over  the  succeeding  months  and  involved  considerable  cooperation  from  OBEMLA 
staff.  For  example,  lists  of  missing  applications  were  forwarded  to  OBEMLA,  and  SIAC  staff 
later  visited  OBEMLA  to  obtain  and  copy  the  needed  applications.  These  activities 
continued  until  the  end  of  March.  At  that  point,  a  complete  set  of  funded  application  copies 
with  the  exception  of  only  one  application,  and  a  large  proportion  of  the  nonfunded 
application  copies  had  been  accessed  by  the  SIAC;  the  database  was  considered  to  be  closed. 
One  additional  download  of  the  GCMS  was  requested  to  fill  in  certain  subcategories  of 
nonfunded  applications  that  were  identified  as  missing  from  the  GCMS  file  received  earlier. 

Thus,  in  the  second  year  of  work  on  this  task,  there  were  continued  problems  in  accessing 
the  copies  needed  for  data  entry.  In  some  respects,  the  effort  this  year  went  more  smoothly, 
and  more  of  the  applications  were  available.  However,  problems  with  cover  sheets  missing 
(not  a  significant  problem  last  year)  and  the  continuing  need  to  identify,  access,  and  copy 
applications  extended  the  time  required  and  the  level  of  effort  on  this  task.  As  a  result,  the 
SIAC  requested  that  the  FY94  applications  be  made  available  for  pick-up  as  early  as  possible, 
since  it  appears  that  the  lack  of  sufficient  space  for  safe  storage-  of  boxes  within  OBEMLA 
may  be  part  of  the  problem  in  providing  a  full  set  of  application  copies. 

"Cleaning"  of  the  GCMS  database.  The  GCMS  file  on  Title  VII  applications  in  each  year 
must  be  reviewed  and  modified  in  order  to  obtain  an  accurate  final  file.  This  file  is  essential 
for  identifying  the  applications  to  be  included  in  the  Task  2  data  entry  and  reporting.  In 
addition,  this  final  "cleaned"  GCMS  is  important  for  reporting  to  OBEMLA  on  number  of 
funded  and  nonfunded  applications  and  funding  by  program  in  each  year.  In  particular, 
prior  to  the  completion  of  the  Task  2  application  database,  the  GCMS  is  the  only  data  file 
containing  this  information.  The  SIAC  therefore  places  considerable  priority  on  taking  steps 
early  to  create  a  final  GCMS  file  of  Title  VII  applications  and  funding.  These  steps  include 
deletion  of  invalid  hold-over  records  from  the  prior  year,  correction  of  project  identification 
data,  and  combination  of  multiple  records  for  individual  applications/projects.  These  steps 
are  important  also  to  ensure  that  a  corrected  GCMS  file  is  available  for  Task  4  Short 
Turnaround  Reports. 

Cleaning  and  verifying  the  application  database.  As  applications  were  accessed  for  data 
entry,  the  application  data  were  coded,  abstracted  from  the  forms,  and  entered  in  the  funded 
and  nonfunded  application  database.  A  data  entry  codebook,  and  transcription  sheet  were 
created  for  applications  with  student  data  sheets;  a  separate  codebook  and  transcription 
sheet  were  created  for  applications  with  participant  data  sheets. 
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Early  pick-up  of  FY94  applications.  In  order  to  facilitate  the  accessing  of  applications  for 
•  the  next  year  of  Task  2  work,  the  COTR  obtained  approval  from  the  CO  for  the  SIAC  to  pick 
up  FY94  applications  as  soon  as  these  could  be  organized  for  pick-up.  This  was  carried  out 
in  June.  The  process  involved  carrying  out  a  review  or  the  applications  and  keying  of  the 
application  identification  number  into  a  data  receipt  file  by  SIAC  staff;  these  processes  were 
carried  out  within  OBEMLA  offices  prior  to  pick-up  for  transport  to  the  SIAC  data  entry 
center.  Lists  of  missing  applications  were  provided  to  the  COTR  in  order  to  obtain  as 
complete  a  set  of  applications  as  possible  prior  to  removing  them  from  OBEMLA.  However, 
at  the  time  of  pick-up,  450  applications  remained  to  be  provided  and  580  applications  were 
missing  application  cover  sheets.  Therefore,  we  expect  to  again  work  with  the  COTR  at  the 
beginning  of  the  next  contract  year  to  complete  the  process  of  accessing  the  missing 
application  copies  and  cover  sheets. 

Products 

The  final  product  of  this  task  has  been  the  development  of  a  corrected  FY93  Title  VII 
application  database.  The  application  database  merged  with  GCMS  data  (without  project 
summary  variables)  was  submitted  to  OBEMLA  on  September  30,^  1994. 

Subtask  2.2:  Analyze  and  Report  on  Title  VII  Non^^inded  Application  Information 
Purpose  of  the  Task 

The  purpose  of  this  task  is  to  provide  a  report  focused  on  data  from  nonfunded  applications. 
Activities:  Year  One  Continued 

The  final  report  on  FY92  nonfunded  applications  was  submitted  at  the  beginning  of  this 
contract  year.  Activities  then  focused  on  preparation  for  and  conduct  of  the  analyses  of  the 
FY93  data. 

Activities:  Year  Two 

After  the  closing  of  the  FY93  application  database,  work  on  editing  the  file,  conducting 
analyses,  and  developing  report  tables  began.  In  the  case  of  the  nonfunded  applications,  a 
large  number  of  those  expected  were  not  available  for  entry  into  the  application  database. 
The  analyses  were  carried  out  on  those  applications  that  were  available  and  had  been 
entered.  The  report  on  nonfunded  applications  therefore  begins  wi^h  a  table  showing  the 
number  of  nonfunded  applications  expected  and  the  number  inck  led  in  the  database  for 
each  program  category. 

Data  analysis  and  report  writing  activities  continued  through  the  spring  and  summer  of  Year 
Two,  with  clarifications  of  application  information  reques^'"d  from  OBEMLA  as  needed  to 
determine  the  validity  of  individual  applications  that  had  been  entered.  The  draft  report 
was  submitted  for  OBEMLA  review;  and  extensive  internal  SIAC  review  has  also  been 
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completed.  As  of  September  1st,  final  revisions  to  the  text  and  tables  are  being  carried  out, 
and  the  final  report  is  expected  to  be  submitted  prior  to  the  end  of  the  contract  year.  The 
late  date  of  submission  of  this  report  is  due  to  the  necessarily  late  date  of  accessing 
applications  and  closing  the  application  database,  as  was  also  true  in  Year  One. 

Products:  Year  One  Continued 

Summary  of  Nonfunded  FY92  Part  A 

and  Part  C  Title  VII  Grant  Applications  (Final)  Submitted  Oct  1,  1993 

Products;  Year  Two 

Summary  of  FY93  Nonfunded  Part  A 

and  Part  C  Title  VII  Grant  Applications  (Draft)  Submitted  July  13,  1994 

Summary  of  Nonfunded  FY93  Title  VII 

Part  A  and  Part  C  Grant  Applications  (Final)  Submitted  Sept.  21,  1994 

Subtask  2.3:  Analyze  and  Report  on  Title  VII  Funded  Application  Information 
Purpose  of  the  Task 

The  purpose  of  this  task  is  to  provide  a  report  focused  on  data  from  funded  applications 
based  on  the  Title  VII  database. 

Activities:  Year  One  Continued 

The  final  report  summarizing  the  data  on  FY92  funded  applications  was  submitted  in 
November.  Following  submission  of  this  report,  work  began  on  preparation  for  the  analysis 
and  reporting  of  FY93  data. 

Activities:  Year  Two 

The  analyses  of  FY93  funded  application  data  were  begun  in  March,  after  all  applications 
had  been  accessed  and  the  database  completed.  As  was  true  for  the  nonfunded  report,  work 
on  editing  the  final  application  database,  on  carrying  out  analyses,  and  on  developing  report 
tables  and  text  for  the  draft  reports  was  carried  out  following  the  completion  of  the  database 
and  final  clarifications  of  problem  cases  with  the  assistance  of  OBEMLA  staff.  The  draft 
report  on  funded  applications  was  submitted  in  mid-July.  Although  no  comments  have 
been  received  on  the  report,  SIAC  staff  have  carried  out  internal  reviews  of  the  report  and 
final  revisions  of  the  draft  report  were  being  completed  as  of  early  September. 
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Products;  Year  One  Continued 


Summary  of  Funded  FY92  Part  A  and  Part  C 
Title  VII  Grant  Applications  (Final) 


Submitted  Nov.  30,  1993 


Products:  Year  Two 


Summary  of  Funded  FY93  Par^  A. and  Part  C 
Title  VII  Grant  Applications  (Draft) 


Submitted  July  13,  1994 


Summary  of  Funded  FY93  Part  A  and  Part  C 
Title  VII  Grant  Applications  (Final) 


Submitted  Sept.  21,  1994 


Subtask  2.4:  Add  Abstracted  Title  VII  Information  to  the  Modified  Grant  and  Contract 
System  (GCMS) 

Purpose  of  the  Task 

The  data  abstracted  from  Title  VII  applications  are  to  be  added  to  the  GCMS  database  to 
create  a  modified  GCMS  that  contains  fields  required  by  statute  and  regulation,  including 
the  student  and  participant  data  sheet  information  provided  by  applicants.  (The  final 
database,  which  will  also  include  summary  variables  on  the  final  project-level  database,  will 
be  provided  to  OBEMLA  as  the  deliverable  for  Task  8). 


The  GCMS  was  used  as  the  basis  in  creating  the  Title  VII  database,  in  that  project 
identification  information  from  the  GCMS  was  used  as  the  means  of  ensuring  that  all 
applications  had  been  received  and  entered.  For  those  applications  for  which  there  were  no 
application  copies  available  (primarily  nonfunded  applications),  the  GCMS  provided  the 
only  source  of  data.  The  application  data  was  combined  with  the  basic  GCMS  data  to  create 
the  merged  databases:  the  project  level  database  and  the  school-level  database.  (The  final 
database  to  be  submitted  as  the  Task  8  product  will  also  include  summary  variables  on  the 
project  level  file  for  data  entered  in  the  school  file.) 


Activities 


Products 


Title  VII  Application  Database 
(with  GCMS  information) 


Submitted  Sept.  30,  1994 
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Subtask  2.5:    Verification  of  Grantee  Information 
Purpose  of  the  Task 

In  this  task,  telephone  interviews  are  conducted  with  project  directors  of  all  funded  Title  VII 
Part  A  and  Part  C  projects  in  order  to  verify  and  update  information  provided  on  the 
applications. 

Activities:  Year  One  Continued 

As  of  the  beginning  of  Year  Two,  interviews  with  FY92  project  directors  were  continuing. 
The  summer  period  had  proven  to  be  a  difficult  time  to  contact  the  project  directors  in  many 
districts  and,  in  addition,  problems  with  delayed  openings  of  schools  (e.g.,  due  to  asbestos 
problems  in  New  York  City)  further  delayed  contacts  with  a  number  of  project  directors. 
With  the  approval  of  OBEMLA,  the  interviews  were  continued  through  September  and  into 
the  early  part  of  October  until  all  available  project  directors  had  been  contacted.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  interviews,  97  percent  of  FY92  project  directors  had  responded. 

Work  on  the  analysis  and  reporting  began  immediately  upon  the  conclusion  of  the 
interviews.  The  data  were  reviewed,  coded,  and  analyzed  and  the  draft  report  on  the 
verification  data  was  submitted  in  December;  the  final  report  was  completed  and  submitted 
in  January. 

Activities;  Year  Two 

From  October  1993  to  April  1994,  SIAC  staff  carried  out  the  required  work  for  this  subtask 
relating  to  conducting  the  verification  interviews.  developed  and  submitted  draft  and 
final  OMB  Forms  Clearance  Packages  and  continued  to  prepare  for  the  conduct  of  interviews 
with  project  directors.  However,  on  April  15th,  we  were  notified  by  OBEMLA  that  the 
verification  interviews  Forms  Clearance  Package  was  not  being  reviewed  by  OMB,  and  that 
the  interviews  would  not  be  carried  out  in  this  year  of  the  SIAC  contract.  The  SIAC 
therefore  ceased  work  on  preparation  for  the  interviews.  We  had  expected  to  begin 
interviewing  in  early  May  after  OMB  clearance  was  received  by  April  28th.  We  were 
notified  in  August  that  for  this  year,  the  SIAC  would  be  released  from  providing  draft  and 
final  reports  on  this  task. 

Products:  Year  One  Continued 

Title  VII  Part  A  and  Part  C  Projects:  Students 

and  Participants  Served  in  1992-1993  (Draft)  Submitted  Dec.  12,  1993 

Title  VII  Part  A  and  Part  C  Projects:  Students 

and  Participants  Served  in  1992-1993  (Final)  Submitted  Jan.  31,  1994 
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Products;  Year  Two 


Draft  Request  for  OMB  Forms  Clearance  With  Supporting 
Statement  for  Verification  of  Title  VII  FY93 

Funded  Project  Grant  Applications  Submitted  Nov.  12,  1993 

Final  Request  for  OMB  Forms  Clearance  With  Supporting 
Stat^.'ment  for  Verification  of  TiHe  VII  FY93 

FuJided  Project  Grant  Applications  Submitted  Dec.  28,  1993 


Implications  of  Task  2  Activities  and  Findings  for  Year  Three: 

Extended  effort  will  be  required  to  obtain  full  set  of  applications.  In  this  year's  effort  on 
Task  2,  the  COTR  and  other  OBEMLA  staff  have  devoted  considerable  effort  to  providing 
the  SIAC  with  as  complete  a  set  of  applications  as  possible.  In  particular,  efforts  were  made 
with  regard  to  FY94  applications,  in  preparation  for  the  next  contract  year.  All  have  been 
disappointed  by  the  fact  that  gaps  remain  in  the  FY94  applications  provided  to  the  SIAC 
thus  far  and  that  we  therefore  anticipate  in  Year  Three  another  extended-even  though 
somewhat  improved-process  involving  identifying,  accessing,  and  copying  applications. 

Recommendation  regarding  application  set-aside  and  pick-up  for  the  future.  We  b^ve 
that  the  problems  encountered  in  obtaining  a  full  set  of  application  copies,  which  initially 
had  been  anticipated  as  a  very  straightforward  pickup  of  forms,  are  largely  a  product  of  the 
timing  of  the  setting  aside  and  pick-up  of  SIAC  copies.  For  this  task  in  the  future,  we 
recommend  that  OBEMLA  establish  a  process  centrally  where  copies  of  applications  are  set 
aside  and  picked  up  by  the  SIAC  immediately  upon  receipt  of  applications  for  specific 
program  competitions.  Thus,  there  would  be  several  separate  pickups,  one  for  each  program 
category,  and  the  copies  would  be  picked  up  prior  to  the  application  review  process. 
OBEMLA  staff  would  therefore  no  longer  need  to  provide  for  storage  of  the  SIAC  copies. 
In  order  to  ensure  that  there  are  sufficient  copies  of  applications  for  review,  OBEMLA 
should  consider  increasing  the  number  of  copies  to  be  provided  by  applicants.  (Note  also 
that  under  Task  3  we  have  recommended  increasing  the  number  of  copies  for  the  purpose 
of  maintaining  a  central  application  file). 

Recommendation  regarding  access  and  pick-up  of  FY95  applications.  Based  on  the  above, 
we  recommend  that  OBEMLA  take  steps  to  facilitate  the  application  set-aside  and  pick-up 
for  FY95  data.  Efforts  related  to  FY95  data  are  not  included  within  the  current  SIAC 
contract.  ITierefore,  OBEMLA  may  choose  to  follow  up  on  the  above  recommendation  in 
either  of  two  ways:  (1)  Act  upon  the  recommendation  and  establish  increased  number  of 
copies  required  to  be  submitted  and  set  up  procedures  for  set-aside  and  storage  of  copies 
within  a  separate  location  within  OBEMLA  until  contractor  is  identified  for  the  data  entry 
and  analysis  of  these  data.  (2)  Act  upon  the  recom.mendation  and  establish  increased  number 
of  copies  required  and  include  an  additional  Task  2  within  the  Year  Three  current  SIAC 
contract.  This  latter  recommendation  actually  addresses  two  issues:  the  need  for  early  set- 
aside  and  receipt  of  application  copies  for  the  Task  2  analyses  and,  related  to  Task  3,  the 
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need  for  OBEMLA  to  hive  these  application  data  available  current  with  the  year  of 
operation  of  the  funded  projects  (rather  than  one  year  later,  as  is  the  case  now). 

Recommendations  regarding  scheduling  of  Task  2,5  project  director  interviews. 

Interviews  with  project  directors  of  FY92  projects  continued  into  the  early  fall  of  Year  Two. 
The  interview  process  therefore  required  more  than  three  months  to  complete,  largely  due 
to  difficulties  in  contacting  many  of  the  directors  during  the  summer  months.  For  this 
reason,  the  Year  Two  OMB  forms  clearance  package  for  this  task  was  submitted  ahead  of 
schedule  (although  OBEMLA  ultimately  decided  not  to  carry  out  the  interviews  in  Year 
Two).  In  Year  Three,  the  OMB  forms  clearance  package  will  again  be  submitted  early  in  the 
Year  to  enable  SIAC  staff  to  begin  the  interview  process  early  in  the  spring. 

TASK  3:        Investigate.  Review,  and  Report  on  OBEMLA  Data  Collection  Practices  and 
Develop  an  Electronic  Database  Management  System  for  Title  VII  Programs 

Purpose  of  the  Task 

The  purpose  of  this  task  was  to  investigate  the  current  data  collection  practices  within 
OBEMLA  and  to  design  a  database  management  system  to  support  OBEMLA  in  carrying 
out  its  management  and  policy-related  responsibilities. 

Activities 

In  this  year,  further  progress  in  the  development  of  a  database  management  system  was 
carried  out  through  several  distinct  efforts. 

Meeting  with  OBEMLA  Management.  At  the  beginning  of  the  year,  on  October  25th,  SIAC 
staff  met  with  the  Director  of  OBEMLA  and  other  OBEMLA  staff  to  discuss  the  findings  and 
recommendations  provided  in  the  Task  3  Report  submitted  at  the  end  of  Year  One.  The 
outcome  of  this  meeting  was  a  request  from  the  Director  for  the  SIAC  to  further  explore  the 
nature  of  systems  in  place  in  other  agencies  with  information  needs  siinilar  to  those  of 
OBEMLA. 

Informal  Survey,  As  requested  by  the  Director  of  OBEMLA,  the  SIAC's  efforts  on  Task  3 
were  directed  toward  examining  the  nature  and  structure  of  database  systems  within  other 
agencies  within  the  Department  of  Education  as  well  as  other  organizations  outside  of  the 
Federal  Government.  Other  agencies  and  organizations  were  identified  through  specific 
recommendations  from  the  Director  of  OBEMLA  and  the  Acting  Director  of  Research,  and 
through  SIAC  staff  recommendations.  A  key  focus  of  the  informal  survey  was  on  the  use 
of  networked  versus  stand-alone  systems. 

Informal  telephone  interviews  were  conducted  with  individuals  within  five  agencies  within 
the  Department  of  Education  and  within  seven  other  organizations.  A  report  outlining  the 
findings  of  the  discussions  was  prepared  and  submitted  to  OBEMLA  in  February. 
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Report  Series  on  Information  Systems  and  Database  Management  Systems.  Based  on  the 
findings  of  the  informal  survey,  on  the  discussions  in  the  earlier  meeting  with  OBEMLA 
management,  and  on  informal  discussions  with  the  Project  Officer,  the  Task  3  staff  began 
discussion  of  the  next  steps  needed  in  further  development  of  information  systems  and 
database  management  systems  within  OBEMLA.  The  outcome  of  these  discussions  was  an 
outline  of  a  series  of  three  short  report*^;  focussed  on  specific  recommendations.  The  three 
reports  were  focused  on,  respectively,  recommendations  for  the  near  future  (next  six 
months),  recommendations  for  the  intermediate  future  (6-18  months),  and  recommendations 
for  the  longer  term  (beyond  18  mionths).  Two  of  the  planned  reports  were  submitted  in  Year 
Two;  the  third  report  of  the  series  will  be  submitted  in  October.  Through  these  reports,  we 
hope  to  provide  a  basis  for  further  specific  interaction  with  OBEMLA  staff  that  will  begin 
the  process  of  implementation  of  those.recommendations  which  OBEMLA  staff  identify  for 
implementation. 

Products 

Report  Memorandum:  Review  of 

Database  Systems  Outside  of  OBEMLA  Submitted  Feb.  1,  1994 

OBEMLA  Information  Needs  for  Grant  Programs: 

Report  #1:  Recommendations  for  che  Near  Future  Submitted  July,  7,  1994 

Task  3  Issues  Paper  on  Roles  of  OBEMLA  Staff  and 

Technical  Assistance  Contractors  Submitted  August  31,  1994 

OBEMLA  Information  Needs  for  Grant  Programs: 

Report  #2:  Recommendations  for  the  Intermediate  Future  Submitted  Sept.  9,  1994 
Task  3  Annual  Report  for  Year  2  (Draft)  Submitted  Sept.  2,  1994 

Task  3  A_nnual  Report  for  Year  2  (Final)  Submitted  Sept.  30,  1994 

Implications  of  Task  3  Activities  and  Findings  for  Year  Three: 

In  the  next  contract  year,  we  expect  to  work  with  OBEMLA  to  define  the  overall  information 
management  system  appropriate  to  staff  needs  in  working  with  existing  and  newly 
authorized  programs.  In  order  to  define  an  effective  system,  all  information  needs  should 
be  considered,  and  decisions  made  regarding  the  use  of  the  information.  There  may  be  data 
elements  that  are  critical  to  collect  and  systematize  but  for  which  entry  into  a  computerized 
database  is  not  necessary.  For  other  data,  the  uses  may  require  entry  into  a  database,  and 
for  selected  data  elements,  regular  updating  of  the  information  also  may  be  required.  These 
types  of  decisions  need  to  be  made  based  on  input  from  OBEMLA  staff  at  several  points  in 
the  course  of  developing  the  OBEMLA  information  system.  The  series  of  short  reports 
begun  in  Year  Two  present  recommendations  regarding  the  structure  of  this  decision-making 
process.  We  hope  to  work  with  the  COTR  and  OBEMLA  management  to  move  toward 
further  specification  of  the  OBEMLA  information  management  system  over  the  next  year. 
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TASK  4: 


Short  Turnaround  Reports 


Purpose  of  the  Task 

Through  this  task,  OBEMLA  has  access  to  analyses  of  the  Title  VII  application  database  on 
a  rapid  turnaround,  as-needed  basis.  In  addition,  as  part  of  this  taf^k,  the  SIAC  has  been 
working  with  historical  data  that  are  available  to  develop  a  complete  and  comprehensive 
Title  VII  Historical  Database  for  the  years  1969-94. 

Activities 

Short  Turnaround  Reports.  As  of  the  end  of  Year  Two,  more  than  40  Short  Turnaround 
Reports  have  been  submitted  to  OBEMLA.  As  in  Year  One,  the  GCMS  file  provided  a  first 
source  of  reports  to  OBEMLA  on  current  year  projects.  In  order  to  use  this  file  for  reports 
to  OBEMLA,  a  series  of  cleaning  and  revision  steps  was  carried  out.  In  addition,  STRs  were 
developed  based  on  the  FY92  application  database  to  provide  information  to  OBEMLA  on 
the  students,  participants,  language  groups,  schools,  etc.  that  were  projected  to  be  served  in 
the. funded  and  nonfunded  applications.  Where  appropriate,  other  sources  of  data,  such  as 
the  SEA  database  and  the  data  from  the  Descriptive  Study  of  Services  for  LEP  Students 
(Development  Associates,  1993)  were  also  used.  Approval  to  include  other  databases  such 
as  these  within  the  scope  of  the  Task  4  effort  had  been  received  by  the  Contracts  Officer  and 
formalized  within  a  contract  modification.  Several  of  the  requests  were  for  data  to  be 
provided  as  soon  as  possible  (particularly  during  the  period  when  the  Title  VII 
reauthorization  was  being  debated);  the  SIAC  was  able  to  provide  responses  within  the  same 
day,  and  in  some  cases,  within  a  few  hours. 

Short  Turnaround  Reports:  Databases,  As  an  additional  component  of  the  work  on  this 
task,  the  SIAC  has  been  requested  to  provide  assistance  to  OBEMLA  that  utilizes  tlie 
OBEMLA  databases  to  develop  new  datasets  or  other  products.  For  example,  the  SIAC 
produced  a  nonduplicated  list  of  Title  VII  funded  and  nonfunded  applicants  and  mailing 
labels  as  a  Task  4  product.  SIAC  staff  developed  a  cross-year  merged  file  of  funded  and 
nonfunded  applicants,  identified  duplicate  entries,  and  deleted  all  but  the  most  recent  entry 
for  each  case  of  multiple  records.  Finally,  updated  information  on  applicant  data  based  on 
information  obtained  through  the  Task  2.5  FY92  project  director  interviews  were  used  to 
update  the  file  to  tlie  extent  possible.  The  final  list  was  formatted  for  labels,  and  label  sheets 
for  mailing  were  produced.  Copies  of  the  label  pages  are  available  for  use  at  a  later  point 
in  developing  additional  label  sets.  In  other  activities,  graphics  from  prior  SIAC  reports 
were  restructured  and  provided  in  both  hard  copy  and  computer  file  form  for  use  by 
OBEMLA  management. 

This  type  of  Task  4  "report",  due  to  the  different  nature  of  the  materials  provided,  is  not 
included  in  the  standard  STR  system  and  is  categorized  separately  as  STR-DB  products. 
Although  such  products  are  not  report  analyses  of  the  type  typically  assumed  for  Short 
Turnaround  Reports,  we  believe  that  they  are  fully  within  scope,  since  they  utilize  the 
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application  databases  or  other  SIAC  products,  require  analysis  operations,  and  provide 
specific  assistance  that  is  necessary  to  OBEMLA's  management  tasks. 

OBEMLA  Historical  Database.  As  noted  in  Year  One,  our  review  of  the  1969-90 
retrospective  database  provided  to  the  SIAC  at  the  beginning  of  the  contract  uncovered 
problems  with  the  data.  Following  discussions  with  the  Project  Officer  and  the  Contracts 
Officer,  we  therefore  proposed  to  provide  a  short  turnaround  report  outlining  the  nature  of 
the  work  to  be  carried  out  on  this  database  in  order  to  make  it  more  useful  as  a  source  of 
historical  data.  This  report  was  submitted  as  STR  #17. 

STR  #17  summarized  a  sequence  of  activities  to  be  conducted  to  both  ensure  the  quality, 
consistency,  and  comprehensiveness  of  an  OBEMLA  historical  database.  These  activities 
included  making  CFDA  codes  consistent,  working  with  identificiation  codes  to  develop 
consistency  in  how  districts  are  identified,  entering  data  for  program  categories  not  included 
within  the  current  historical  database,  checking  the  accuracy  of  data  provided  within  the 
various  information  fields,  and  identifying  and  entering  missing  records. 

In  the  course  of  Year  Two,  considerable  progress  has  been  made  in  developing  the  Title  VII 
Historical  Database.  Existing  hard  copies  of  project  lists  from  earlier  years  of  the  Title  VII 
program  were  obtained  through  the  Office  of  the  Undersecretary-Budget  Service. 
Comparisons  of  these  records  with  the  original  69-90  file  have  been  carried  out  to  identify 
missing  records  in  the  file.  The  original  69-90  file  had  been  structured  to  include  only 
certain  program  categories;  in  addition,  other  records  were  identified  as  missing,  based  on 
review  of  hard  copy  data.  Where  questions  existed  as  to  the  accuracy  of  any  records,  data 
were  checked  where  possible  with  other  sources  of  data  (e.g,  data  on  appropriated  funds 
^for  categories).  As  of  the  end  of  September,  1994,  all  entries  for  the  years  1969-1994  have 
been  checked,  missing  data  identified  and  entered,  and  inconsistencies  resolved. 

Based  on  the  work  thus  iar,  the  SIAC  was  able  to  provide  draft  tables  on  1986-1993  data 
when  historical  data  were  needed  by  OBEMLA  management.  Once  FY94  funding  decisions 
have  been  completed  and  FY94  GCMS  data  have  been  received  and  edited  for  OBEMLA's 
use,  we  will  include  FY94  data  in  the  Title  VII  Historical  Database  and  provide  a  complete 
report  on  1986-1994  Title  VII  projects  and  funding.  A  separate  report  will  later  be  developed 
on  FY69-FY85  data.  This  break  in  reporting  parallels  distinctions  in  the  nature  of  the 
programs  funded  through  Title  VII.  A  Short  Turnaround  Report  on  the  progress  made  thus 
far  in  development  of  the  Title  VII  Historical  Database  is  now  in  preparation. 

Products 

A  full  set  of  the  Short  Turnaround  Reports  #18  -  41  provided  to  OBEMLA  in  Year  Two  is 
included  in  Volume  II  of  this  annual  report. 

Implications  of  Task  4  Activities  and  Findings  for  Year  Three; 

The  Task  4  Short  Turnaround  Report  activities  have  been  a  very  central  function  of  the  SIAC 
in  the  past  year.   Particularly  with  the  reauthorization  process,  the  STR  mechanism  has 
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proven  to  be  very  useful  in  addressing  needs  identified  by  OBEMLA  which  require  a  quick 
response.  In  several  cases,  the  SI  AC  has  been  able  to  develop  and  provide  the  needed 
information  very  rapidly,  demonstrating  the  ability  to  produce  new  data  analyses  and  report 
tables  within  even  a  few  hours.  The  expansion  of  the  scope  of  this  Task  to  include  other 
databases  in  addition  to  the  Task  2  application  databases  has  been  useful,  and  the  Task  4 
reports  have  included  data  from  the  SEA  database,  and  the  Descriptive  Study  of  Services  for 
LEP  Students. 

Short  Turnaround  Request  forms  have  been  made  available  to  OBEMLA  staff  through  the 
Project  Officer  and  requests  are  forwarded  through  him  to  the  SIAC.  Frequently,  in  order 
to  clarify  options  in  presenting  the  requested  data  and  to  identify  specific  analyses  to  best 
meet  the  data  needs,  SIAC  staff  have  carried  out  follow-up  contacts  with  the  individual  who 
made  the  request.  While  the  request  process  has  worked  smoothly,  this  type  of  process 
involves  more  coordination  and  interaction  among  OBEMLA  and  SIAC  staff  than  would  be 
required  if  more  direct  request  procedures  were  put  into  place. 

Our  understanding  is  that  OBEMLA  is  moving  toward  restructuring  its  functions  and 
activities  and  that  increased  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  OBEMLA's  role  as  an  information 
resource.  We  expect  that  this  emphasis  will  lead  to  increased  need  for  Task  4  STRs.  If  so, 
we  suggest  that  the  implications  for  Year  Three  would  be  to  review  STR  request  procedures 
and  to  establish  new  procedures  whereby  other  OBEMLA  staff  are  able  to  directly  make  STR 
requests  to  a  designated  SIAC  staff  person.  Under  this  type  of  request  system,  the  Project 
Officer  would  serve  as  a  coordinator  of  the  STR  function,  and  as  a  facilitator  when  needed, 
and  would  be  informed  on  a  regular  basis  of  the  STRs  being  prepared. 


TASK  5:       Program  Accountability  Improvements 


Purpose  of  the  Task 

The  purpose  of  this  task  is  to  support  the  overall  effort  within  ED  toward  greater 
accountability  for  programs.  According  to  the  SIAC  contract,  in  each  year  of  the  contract, 
two  programs  are  to  .be  nominated  by  OBEMLA  for  review  by  the  SIAC. 

Activities:  Year  One  Continued 

As  of  the  end  of  Year  One,  the  draft  accountability  system  plan  for  both  of  the  nominated 
systems  had  been  submitted  to  OBEMLA  for  review,  and  the  draft  OMB  forms  clearance 
package  for  the  SAIP  program  had  been  submitted.  The  draft  OMB  forms  clearance  package 
for  the  EPTP  program  was  submitted  within  the  first  week  of  Year  Two. 

Activities:  Year  Two 

In  this  year,  OBEMLA  determined  that  activities  other  than  review  of  two  programs  would 
be  most  useful.  Therefore,  it  was  determined  that  a  change  in  the  statement  of  work  on  this 
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task  should  be  made.  As  of  the  end  of  Year  Two,  finalization  of  the  changed  statement  of 
work  for  Task  5  was  in  process.  We  expect  to  develop  and  submit  the  Year  Two  products 
in  Year  Three;  we  also  expect  to  develop  and  submit  Year  Three  products  in  the  next  year. 

Products:  Year  One  Continued 

Draft  Request  for  OMB  Forms  Clearance  With  Supporting 
Statement  for:  Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

Accountability  and  Evaluation  System  (EPTP-ACCES)  Submitted  Oct.  6,  1993 

Products:  Year  Two 

To  be  defined  for  completion  in  Year  Three 

Implications  of  Task  5  Activities  and  Findings  for  Year  Three: 

We  are  awaiting  a  contract  modification  to  revise  the  Year  Two  statement  of  work  for  this 
task.  We  expect  to  carry  out  the  Year  Two  revised  effort  and  a  revised  Year  Three  effort 
within  the  next  year  of  the  contract.  The  Year  Three  effort  can  be  directed  toward  assisting 
OBEMLA  in  developing  forms  and  data  collection/data  entry  systems  for  newly  authorized 
programs.  This  would  be  a  key  activity  to  ensure  the  quality  and  effectiveness  of  the 
information  available  on  the  new  programs. 

TASK  7:        Aggregate.  Analyze,  and  Report  on  Title  VII  SEA  Grant  Program  Annual 
Reports 

Purpose  of  the  Task 

The  purpose  of  this  task  is  to  provide  OBEMLA  with  a  summary,  synthesis,  and  analysis 
of  the  data  provided  by  states  in  the  SEA  Annual  Survey  Reports. 

Activities 

Work  on  this  task  was  expected  to  begin  in  February,  after  the  SEA  Survey  Reports  were 
received  by  OBEMLA  at  the  end  of  January.  However,  the  first  set  of  SEA  reports  was  not 
received  for  processing  until  March,  and  not  all  of  the  reports  were  received  until  June.  In 
June,  problems  with  certain  data  (e.g.,  inconsistency  in  data  across  years,  missing  data)  were 
found  in  the  process  of  abstracting  and  entering  the  data  into  a  database.  The  STAC  notified 
OBEMLA  that  these  problems  existed,  and  contacted  SEAs  directly  for  clarification  or 
correction  of  the  data.  (Such  direct  contacts  with  SEAs  had  been  approved  as  part  of  the 
Baseline  Management  Meeting;  the  need  for  such  contacts  had  been  anticipated,  based  on 
the  Year  One  experience  in  working  with  these  data.)  In  June  and  July,  since  not  all  final 
data  corrections /clarifications  had  been  received  from  SEAs,  the  SIAC  informed  OBEMLA 
of  the  remaining  issues.  OBEMLA  requested  that  the  SEA  database  be  left  open  until  all 
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data  were  in  as  final  a  form  as  possible.  The  database  was  finalized  in  July,  and  work  on 
the  draft  report  was  begun  immediately  thereafter. 

Products 

Draft  Report  on  SEA  Annual  Survey  Reports  Submitted  August  19,  1994 

Final  Report  on  SEA  Annual  Survey  Reports  Submitted  Sept.  22,  1994 


Implications  of  Task  7  Activities  and  Findings  for  Year  Three; 

The  schedule  for  this  task  has  been  delayed  in  both  Year  One  and  Year  Two  due  to  the  later 
than  expected  submission  of  data  to  OBEMLA  and  thus  late  receipt  by  the  SIAC.  In 
addition,  clarifications  of  data  submitted  have  been  required  in  order  to  ensure  as  high 
quality  data  as  possible.  Thus  we  expect  a  later  schedule  in  Year  Three  as  well.  The  SIAC's 
experience  in  working  with  these  data  indicate  a  need  to  review  the  SEA  form,  and  to 
restructure  specific  data  elements  to  assist  SEAs  in  responding  clearly  and  accurately.  This 
type  of  task  would  fall  within  the  Task  3  and  Task  5  scopes  of  work,  since  it  concems  both 
database  system  issues  and  program  accountability. 


TASK  8:        Disposition  of  Database 


Purpose  of  the  Task 

This  task  involves  the  submission  of  the  final  Title  VII  application  database,  on  disk  and  in 
hard  copy,  with  documentation,  in  dBase  format. 

Activities 

The  final  application  database  consists  of  two  files:  a  project  summary  file  and  a  school-level 
file.  The  project  summary  file  provids  project  level  data  on  students/participants,  most 
common  languages,  and  funding,  and  includes  summary  var  ables  that  are  created  based 
on  the  school-level  data.  The  school  summary  file  includes  school  level  data  based  on  those 
Part  A  project  applications  that  are  required  to  submit  school  data  within  their  applications. 

Products 

Final  Database  and  Documentation  To  be  submitted 
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TASK  9: 


Task  Order  Coordination 


In  Year  Two,  work  on  task  orders  under  Task  9  was  carried  out  for  continuing  Year  One 
Task  Orders  and  for  newly  exercised  Year  Two  Task  Orders.  Year  One  continuing  Task 
Orders  were  those  which  were  exercised  in  Year  One  but  for  which  the  end  date  fell  within 
Year  Two.  Similarly,  of  the  nine  Year  Two  Task  Orders  that  have  been  exercised,  eight  will 
be  completed  within  Year  Three. 

Within  Year  Two,  a  revised  Model  1  Task  Order  was  negotiated  in  order  to  develop  a 
literature  review  focused  on  institutional  change  related  to  LEP  students.  Also  in  this  year, 
a  new  Model  8  Task  Order,  to  develop  a  professional  development  video  and  materials  was 
negotiated  and  signed. 

Year  One  Continuing  Task  Orders 

In  Year  One,  a  total  of  nine  task  orders  were  exercised.  Two  of  these  task  orders  were 
completed  within  Year  One.  These  were  the  Task  Order  DOlO  (Model  1)  Literature  Review 
of  Federally  Funded  Studies,  1980-1992,  and  the  Task  Order  D020  (Model  6)  Focus  Group 
on  Active  Learning  Instructional  Models  for  LEP  Students.  The  remaining  seven  task  orders 
were  completed  with  Year  Two  delivery  dates.  Below,  the  seven  Year  One  Continuing  Task 
Orders  that  were  completed  in  Year  Two  are  described. 

TASK  ORDER  D030:         LEP  Student  Population  Estimate 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  was  to  summarize  information  on  the  number  of  LEP 
students  in  the  country,  the  ways  in  which  LEP  student  status  has  been  defined,  and  the 
methods  used  in  counting  LEP  students.  The  report  on  the  task  order  provided  OBEMLA 
with  both  an  historical  summary  on  the  issue  and  an  analysis  and  comparison  of  recent 
findings. 

Activities 

The  activities  on  this  task  order  involved:  (1)  the  development  of  an  outline  for  the  report; 
(2)  the  assembling  of  relevant  source  materials  for  review;  (3)  the  development  of  the 
structure  for  a  database  system  to  summarize  study  results;  (4)  the  review  of  selected  studies 
to  evaluate  the  database  structure;  (5)  the  review  of  previous  papers /articles  which 
summarized  or  assessed  the  validity  of  LEP  counts;  and  (6)  the  review  of  1990  Census  data 
released  on  CD-ROM  to  assess  its  usefulness  for  the  task  order. 
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Products 


A  Review  and  Analysis  of  Estimates  of  the 

LEP  Student  Population  Submitted  Dec.  1,  1993 

TASK  ORDER  D040:         Written  Focus  Group  on  Active  Learning  for  LEP  Students 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

This  task  was  exercised  as  a  follow-up  to  the  Task  Order  D020,  Focus  Group  on  Active 
Leaming  Instructional  Models  for  Limited  English  Proficient  Students.  The  purpose  of  the 
written  focus  group  was  to  use  the  findings  and  recommendations  from  the  Task  Order 
D020  focus  group  meeting  to  generate  expert  advice  in  the  form  of  a  manual.  The  manual 
was  designed  to  be  disseminated  to  teachers  and  program  directors  and  to  provide 
information  on  how  to  implement  active  learning  instructional  approaches  in  mainstream 
classrooms  containing  LEP  students.  The  structure  of  this  "written  focus  group"  actually 
varied  from  the  expected  structure  for  this  task  order,  and  involved  the  development  of  an 
original  written  product  rather  the  summary  of  four  experts'  reactions  to  a  specific  set  of 
questions. 

Activities 

ED  originally  exercised  this  task  order  to  begin  on  July  26, 1993.  However,  on  July  30th,  we 
were  informally  notified  by  the  COTR  that  OBEMLA  did  not  wish  to  proceed  with  the  task 
order  content  as  defined  (i.e.,  developing  a  summary  of  experts'  responses  to  specific 
questions)  and  that  a  different  content  and  format  was  to  be  required  involving  the 
development  of  a  manual  for  teachers.  Work  on  this  task  order  was  put  on  hold  until  a 
final  definition  of  the  content  was  determined. 

A  revised  definition  of  the  task  order  was  received  as  a  formal  modification  on  August  17, 
1993.  As  revised,  the  plan  for  the  task  order  called  for  the  convening  of  a  group  of  four 
experts  in  the  Washington  area  to  develop  the  scope  and  outline  for  a  manual  for  teachers. 
The  group  included  a  writer  with  background  in  education  and  teacher  training,  a  principal 
of  a  school  with  LEP  students,  a  teacher  with  experience  instructing  LEP  students  within  a 
mainstream  classroom  context,  and  a  second  teacher  with  experience  in  instructing  LEP 
students. 

The  panel  members  were  convened  on  October  26,  1993.  Since  it  was  not  possible  to 
convene  the  panel  imtil  this  date,  which  was  after  the  original  due  date  for  the  Task  Order 
report,  a  request  for  an  extension  until  November  29th  was  submitted. 

The  panel  recommended  that  the  content  of  the  manual  be  directed  toward  mainstream 
teachers  of  LEP  students,  with  a  focus  on  teachers  of  elementary  and  middle  school  students. 
It  was  further  recommended  that  a  separate  manual  would  be  needed  for  secondary  level 
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teachers  of  LEP  students.  The  panel  reviewed  materials  developed  from  the  original  focus 
group  meeting  on  active  learning  instructional  models  for  LEP  students,  and  discussed  the 
key  issues  to  be  included  in  the  manual.  The  product  of  the  panel  meeting  was  a  specific 
page  by  page  outline  of  content.  In  addition,  the  panel  members  .provided  specific 
recommendations  as  to  the  format,  style,  and  manner  o:  presentation  of  the  content  in  the 
manual.  Further  recommendations  were  also  made  regarding  effective  methods  of 
dissemination.  The  writer  then  worked  on  the  basis  of  these  recommendations  to  develop 
a  first  draft;  these  drafts  were  then  reviewed  and  revised  by  a  second  writer  and  SIAC  staff 
following  the  panel  recommendations.  The  final  draft  manual  was  submitted  to  OBEMLA 
as  text  plus  recommended  format  and  graphics  for  final  production  by  ED  as  a  brochure 
with  photographic  illustrations. 

The  manual  was  presented  and  discussed  in  a  session  sponsored  by  OBEMLA  at  the 
National  Association  for  Bilingual  Education  in  February,  1994.  There  was  considerable 
interest  in  an  informational  m.anual  of  this  type  for  mainstream  teachers,  as  evidenced  by 
the  attendance  at  the  session  and  the  comments  of  those  present. 

Products 

Task  Order  D040  Report:  Manual  for  Teachers  and 

Summary  of  Panel  Meeting  Submitted  Dec.  8,  1993 

TASK  ORDER  D050:         Biennial  Report  to  Congress  on  the  Emergency  Immigrant 

Education  Act  Program 

Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  was  to  prepare  a  report  to  Congress  on  activities  supported 
through  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  (EIEA)  Program  for  the  years  1991  and 
1992.  The  EIEA  is  a  program  which  provides  assistance  to  eligible  local  education  agencies 
(LEAs)  in  the  United  States  that  are  serving  influxes  of  large  immigrant  populations.  Since 
1984,  the  EIEA  program  has  provided  approximately  $30  million  annually  for  supplementary 
instructional  and  noninstructional  services  to  immigrant  children  enrolled  in  elementary  and 
secondary  schools  within  the  LEAs. 

Activities 

In  work  on  this  task  order,  the  SIAC  analyzed  EIEA  program  reports  submitted  by  State 
Education  Agencies  to  OBEMLA,  reports  produced  by  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office, 
U.S.  Census  data,  and  additional  research  related  to  the  education  of  immigrants.  Based  on 
the  information  collected,  the  SIAC  produced  two  related  reports,  as  requested  by  OBEMLA. 
The  first  report  was  the  report  to  Congress  to  provide  information  on  the  number  of 
children  served  by  state  and  by  national  origin,  as  well  as  grant  allocations  and  expenditures 
for  the  years  1991  and  1992.  The  second  report  was  an  expanded  version  of  the  first;  it 
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provided  a  more  extensive  review  of  federal,  state,  and  local  administration  of  the  EIEA 
program,  and  of  instructional  and  noninstructional  services  to  LEP  students. 

In  developing  the  database  for  this  task  order,  SIAC  staff  entered  data  submitted  by  the 
SEAs  participating  in  the  EIEA  program.  In  the  course  of  entering  the  data,  several  states 
were  identified  for  which  the  data  required  further  clarification;  these  SEAs  were  contacted 
to  obtain  the  information  needed.  Later,  at  OBEMLA's  request,  the  EIEA  Program  Database 
was  also  submitted. 

Products 

Biennial  Report  to  Congress  on  the  Emergency 
Immigrant  Education  Act  (EIEA)  and  Report  on 
the  Status  of  the  Immigrant  Education 

Act  (EIEA)  Program  Submitted  Nov.  15,  1993 

Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act 

Program  Database  1993  Submitted  Mar.  21,  1994 


TASK  ORDER  D060:         Analysis  of  Language  Minority  and  LEP  Students  in  NELS;88 

Base  Year  and  First  Follow  Up  Studies 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  was  to  summarize  available  information  within  NELS:88 
regarding  language  minority  and  LEP  students. 

Activities 

Work  on  this  task  order  began  with  a  meeting  at  NCES  on  June  23rd  with  Jeff  Owings.  In 
this  meeting,  we  accepted  delivery  of  the  task  order  database  and  documentation,  discussed 
the  data  analysis,  and  viewed  a  demonstration  of  the  capabilities  of  the  NELS:88  database 
on  CD-ROM.  We  later  discussed  development  of  an  operational  definition  of  LEP  students 
with  the  COTR.  Since  this  is  a  critical  first  step,  several  possible  operational  definitions  of 
LEP  were  considered,  including  consideration  of  the  extent  to  which  viable  data  exist  for  a 
sufficient  number  of  students.  These  possible  operationalizations  were  discussed  in  a 
meeting  with  the  COTR,  and  a  final  set  of  definitions  were  selected  to  be  used  in  further 
analyses  of  the  data.  The  task  order  report  outlined  the  operational  definitions  to  be  used 
in  categorizing  students,  and  provided  basic  descriptive  data  on  the  characteristics  of 
students  obtained  using  these  categorizations.  (A  subsequent  task  order  and  report  will 
examine  further  acadenuc  and  achievement  data  for  students). 
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Products 


Characteristics  of  Secondary-School-Age 
Language  Minority  and  Limited  English  Proficient 

Youth:  Final  Analytic  Report  Submitted  Dec.  15,  1993 

TASK  ORDER  D070:         Model  3  Special  Issues  Report  on  Convergence  of  Test 

Instraments 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  was  to  provide  a  review  and  synthesis  of  government- 
provided  documents  on  currently  used  instruments  to  determine  LEP  status  and 
achievement,  including  the  test  purposes  and  theoretical  assumptions.  The  scope  of  the 
investigation  also  included  discussion  of  alternative  assessments. 

Activities 

This  task  order  began  at  the  end  of  Year  One,  with  a  start  date  of  September  20, 1993.  Initial 
work  on  the  task  order  focused  on  obtaining  copies  of  the  needed  achievement  tests  and  oral 
English  proficiency  tests  for  review.  While  several  of  these  were  available  through  the 
Evaluation  Assistance  Center  (EAC),  a  number  of  the  tests  to  be  reviewed  had  to  be  ordered 
from  publishers.  The  review  was  carried  out  for  five  achievement  tests  and  six  oral 
proficiency  tests  that  had  been  identified  as  the  most  frequently  used  assessment  instruments 
within  the  Descriptive  Study  of  Services  for  LEP  Students  (Development  Associates,  Inc.). 

In  addition  to  carrying  out  a  review  of  these  instruments,  the  SIAC  recommended  that  the 
scope  of  the  report  include  a  review  of  current  Academic  Excellence  proposals  to  address 
the  question  of  the  role  played  by  assessment  within  the  exemplary  projects  funded  tlirough 
this  Title  VII  program.  This  recommendation  was  approved  by  OBEMLA  and  copies  of 
currently  funded  Academic  Excellence  applications  were  provided  to  the  SIAC  in  March  for 
review. 

A  third  component  of  the  report  was  a  review  of  literature  and  findings  on  alternative 
assessm.ent,  since  much  of  the  current  debate  and  efforts  related  to  assessment  has  been 
related  to  altemative  approaches  to  assessment  of  students.  Finally,  the  report  summarized 
the  findings  and  provided  recommendations  regarding  the  assessment  of  LEP  students. 

Products 

An  Examination  of  Assessment  of  Limited 

English  Pn^ficient  Students  Submitted  Mar.  28,  1994 
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TASK  ORDER  D080:         Graphic  Display  of  the  Title  VII  MRC  Service  Areas 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  was  to  produce  graphic  displays  for  general  •  e  within  the 
Department  of  Education,  the  Title  VII  network,  and  with  other  audiences  needing 
information  on  Title  VII  and  MRC  activities. 

Activities 

Work  on  this  task  order  was  begun  at  the  end  of  Year  One.  The  data  presented  in  the 
displays  developed  in  this  task  order  were  based  on  the  FY92  application  database.  The 
activities  included  plotting  all  Part  A  and  Part  C  projects  on  a  map  of  the  U.S.  to  develop 
separate  transparencies  for  Part  A  and  Part  C  projects  as  overlays  to  a  map  showing  the  16 
Multifunctional  Resource  Center  (MRC)  regions.  These  displays  were  provided  in  4'  x  3' 
charts.  In  addition,  an  18"  x  24"  map  of  MRC  regions  was  provided  for  duplication  and 
dissemination  by  OBEMLA,  and  also  an  8-1/2"  x  11"  version  was  submitted  for  use  as  a 
handout.  The  data  file  for  the  18"  x  24"  map  was  provided  to  OBEMLA  for  use  in 
developing  the  multiple  copies  of  this  display. 

Products 

Graphic  Display  in  five  parts  Submitted  Nov,  8,  1993 

TASK  ORDER  D090:         Graphic  Display  of  the  Nation's  Limited  English  Proficient 

Population 

Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  was  to  produce  graphic  displays  for  general  use  within  the 
Department  of  Education,  the  Title  VII  network  and  with  other  audiences  needing 
mformation  on  Title  VII. 

Activities 

The  activities  involved  development  of  display  charts  on  LEP  student  and  Title  VII 
populations  based  on  the  FY92  application  database.  Four  large  (4'  x  3')  charts  were 
developed  under  this  Task  Order:  (1)  Students  and  Funding  for  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 
(three  color-coded  maps  showing  number  of  students,  total  obligated  amount,  and  total 
obligated  amount  per  LEP  student  by  state);  (2)  Students /Participants  and  Funding  for  Title 
VII  Part  A  and  Part  C  Programs  (four  bar  graphs,  color-coded  to  show  the  number  of 
students /participants  served,  and  the  total  obligated  funds  for  individual  Title  VII 
programs);  (3)  Numbers  of  Projects  by  Grade  Range:  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs  (bar-graphs 
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showing  grade  ranges  ser\^ed  by  mdlvidual  Part  A  programs);  and  (4)  Language  Groups 
Served  by  Title  VII  Programs  (bar-graphs  and  pie  chart  to  show  language  groups  served  by 
Title  VII  overall  and  within  individual  programs.  Also  submitted  were  8-1/2"  by  11" 
handout  masters  for  each  display 

Products 

Four  Graphic  Displays  Submitted  Nov.  15,  1993 

Year  Two  Task  Orders 


TASK  ORDER  DlOO:         An  Analysis  of  Language  Minority  and  Limited  English- 
Proficient  Students  from  NELS:88  Second  FoUow-Up  Studies 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  was  to  continue  analytic  work  begun  in  Task  Order  D060  on 
the  characteristics  of  language  minority  and  LHP  students  within  the  NELS:88  database. 
Using  the  operational  definitions  developed  through  that  Task  Order,  this  task  order  uses 
the  NELS:88  base  year,  first  follow-up  and  second  follow-up  data  to  examine  characteristics 
of  eighth,  tenth,  and  twelfth  graders,  drop-outs,  and  "ineligibles"  identified  as  language 
minority  and  limited  English  proficient.  To  the  extent  that  the  sample  allows,  key  research 
issues  will  be  examined  utilizing  these  data,  including  data  on  language  proficiency, 
academic  course  loads,  achievement,  teacher  expectations,  and  student  aspirations  among 
other  variables. 

Activities 

Activities  on  this  task  order  began  with  a  meeting  on  May  3,  1994  of  SIAC  staff  with  the 
Project  Officer  and  the  OBEMLA  Acting  Director  of  Research.  Based  on  the  discussions  in 
that  meeting  regarding  the  scope  and  plan  for  the  task  order  report,  a  draft  analytic  plan 
was  developed  and  forwarded  to  OBEMLA  for  review  and  comment  on  May  18th.  At  this 
point,  it  was  expected  that  the  NELS:88  data  needed  to  carry  out  the  analyses  would  be 
available  in  mid-July;  although  this  represented  a  delay  in  the  work  schedule,  SIAC  staff  felt 
that  it  would  still  be  possible  to  complete  the  analyses  and  the  report  by  the  required  due 
date  in  October.  However,  subsequent  further  revisions  of  the  release  date  for  the  needed 
NELS  data  were  made;  when  the  projected  date  for  release  was  announced  as  mid-August 
1994,  it  became  necessary  to  request  a  no-cost  extension  on  this  task  order  until  such  time 
as  all  the  data  required  for  the  work  are  available.  A  letter  requesting  such  an  extension 
was  sent  to  Contracts  on  August  9,  1994.  In  this  letter,  it  was  also  requested  that  the  due 
date  for  the  Task  Order  be  revised  to  that  date  which  is  four  months  following  the  date  of 
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receipt  of  the  data  by  the  SIAC.  As  of  the  end  of  Year  Two,  we  are  awaiting  word  on  this 
request;  all  work  on  this  Task  Order  is  on  hold  until  the  data  are  received  and  the  Task 
Order  subnrdssion  date  approved. 

Products 

Task  Order  DlOO  Report  To  be  submitted  in  Year  3 

TASK  ORDER  DUO:        Focus  Group  on  School  District  Master  Plans  for  Improving 

Services  to  Limited  English-Proficien't  (LEP)  Students 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  was  to  exanune  the  components  and  nature  of  a  sample  of 
district-wide  master  plans  developed  by  LEAs  that  serve  LEP  students.  The  discussions  in 
the  focus  group  were  to  concern  the  procedures  used  by  LEAs  to  develop  master  plans,  the 
components  of  the  master  plans,  and  the  relationship  of  the  master  plans  to  overarching 
state  and  school  reform  efforts,  especially  those  related  to  effectively  serving  LEP  students. 
The  summary  of  the  focus  group  discussions  was  expected  to  inform  recommendations 
regarding  strategic  planning  that  incorporates  LEP  students. 

Activities 

Upon  receipt  of  the  task  order,  a  meeting  was  scheduled  with  the  OBEMLA  Project  Officer 
and  the  Acting  Director  of  Research  to  discuss  the  nature  and  focus  of  the  focus  group 
meeting.  In  this  meeting,  the  SIAC  staff  was  requested  to  contact  Multifunctional  Resource 
Center  (MRC)  directors  for  suggestions  of  participants;  in  addition,  the  Acting  Director  of 
Research  provided  the  names  of  persons  to  contact. 

Following  this  meeting,  SIAC  staff  contacted  MRC  directors  to  ask  for  their 
recommendations  of  districts  to  invite;  in  addition,  the  specific  suggestions  offered  by 
OBEMLA  were  also  followed  up.  In  each  case,  as  much  information  as  possible  was 
obtained  regarding  the  districts  being  recommended,  including  district  size,  size  and  nature 
of  LEP  population,  nature  of  district  master  plans  and  length  of  time  implementing  these, 
and  special  characteristics  of  note  in  the  plans,  etc.  The  individual  districts  were  then 
contacted,  the  original  information  was  confirmed,  and  further  information  was  obtained 
from  the  districts  regarding  the  development,  implementation  and  experience  of  the  district 
in  working  with  strategic  plans,  and  the  role  of  LEP  students  within  the  plans. 

A  draft  agenda  and  a  listing  of  possible  participants  was  submitted  to  OBEMLA  for  review, 
outlining  a  plan  to  identify  and  select  participants  who  best  represented  a  range  of 
characteristics  in  terms  of  the  size  of  the  district,  the  number  of  LEP  students  served,  the 
status  of  the  district's  implementation  of  a  master  plan,  and  geographic  location.  This  plan 
for  inviting  district  superintendents  was  approved  by  OBEMLA,  and  priorities  and 

25 


33 


procedures  were  identified  for  making  the  calls  to  districts  so  that  a  range  of  participants 
would  be  obtained  as  planned,  A  list  of  ten  district  superintendents  who  expected  to  be 
available  on  the  meeting  dates  was  developed.  This  list  was  reviewed  and  approved  by 
OBEMLA;  all  proposed  participants  were  invited  and  acceptances  received.  The  participants 
were  asked  to  provide  copies  of  any  master  plarming  documents  produced  by  their  district. 
These  documents  were  received  prior  to  the  meeting  and  SIAC  staff  reviewed  and 
summarized  these.  The  summaries  were  provided  to  all  participants  as  part  of  the 
background  materials  to  be  reviewed  prior  to  the  meeting. 

With  the  exception  of  one  participant  substitution  due  to  a  last-minute  schedule  conflict,  the 
meeting  was  held  as  planned  on  August  3-4, 1994.  The  discussions  on  the  two  days  focused 
on  specific  questions  and  issues  within  four  main  topic  areas:  the  components  of  master 
plans,  the  development  of  master  plans,  the  implementation  of  plans,  and  the  assessment 
of  outcomes.  All  proceedings  were  taped  and  transcribed.  Each  participant  provided  specific 
recommendations  with  regard  to  the  questions  within  each  of  the  four  topic  areas, 

A  report  on  the  focus  group  meeting  is  being  prepared  and  will  be  submitted  in  early 
September, 

Products 

Task  Order  Report  on  Master  Planning  Submitted  Sept.  7,  1994 

TASK  ORDER  D120:         Literature  Review  and  Synthesis  Report  on  Institutional 

Change  and  Its  Implications  for  Schools  Serving  LEP  Students 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  is  to  sununarize  and  integrate  key  findings  related  to 
educational  reform  processes,  especially  those  that  affect  LEP  students.  The  review  is  to 
provide  a  summary  of  research  findings,  methodologies,  and  principles  that  can  be  used  to 
guide  the  study  of  institutional  change  processes.  In  summarizing  these  findings,  the  review 

should  develop  a  research  framework  that  includes  key  components  and  variables  that  are 
expected  to  be  useful  in  benchmarking  and  tracking  institutional  change. 

Activities 

The  first  activity  under  this  task  order  has  been  to  identify  references  to  be  included  within 
the  review.  Input  from  OBEMLA,  and  bibliographic  searches  using  ERIC  and  other 
resources  have  been  utilized  to  develop  an  initial  set  of  references  for  the  review.  The  first 
focus  in  this  effort  has  been  to  identify  (1)  references  related  to  change  and  reform  that 
include  reference  to  LEP  students,  and  (2)  key  references  in  the  literature  on  change  that 
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identify  major  issues  or  findings  which  do  not  necessarily  incorporate  reference  to  LEP 
students. 

As  of  the  end  of  Year  Two,  the  review  process  is  ongoing,  with  the  goal  of  developing  a 
draft  report  for  review  in  early  November.  Following  the  submission  of  the  draft  report,  a 
focus  group  of  researchers  will  be  convened  to  discuss  the  findings  and  recommendations 
of  the  draft  report,  and  to  further  make  specific  recommendations  regarding  the  design  of 
a  benchmark  study  on  the  implementation  of  change  within  schools  and  districts  serving 
LEP  students.  Both  input  from  OBEMLA's  review  of  the  draft  report  and  input  from  the 

focus  group  participants  will  be  used  in  making  revisions  to  the  draft.  The  final  report  is 
scheduled  to  be  submitted  in  early  1995: 

Products 

Literature  Review  on  Institutional  Change  To  be  Submitted  Jan.  4, 1995 

TASK  ORDER  D130:         Focus  Group  on  Research  Designs  for  Measuring  Institutional 

Change  Affecting  the  Education  of  Limited  English-Proficient 
(LEP)  Students 

Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  is  to  obtain  guidance  on  options  for  the  design  of  a  study  to 
benchmark  and  track  the  impact  of  school  reforms  as  they  affect  language  minority  and  LEP 
student  populations. 

Activities 

This  task  order  has  been  exercised  as  a  Year  Two  Task  Order  to  begin  early  in  Year  Three 
of  the  SIAC  Contract.  The  Task  Order  will  be  carried  out  October  24,  1994  to  January  24, 
1995. 

Products 

Focus  Group  Report  on  Measuring  Institutional  Change         Due  Jan.  4,  1995 
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TASK  ORDER  D140:         Tabular  Information  on  the  Limited  English  Proficient 

Student  Population  for  a  Pocket  Digest  of  Education  Statistics. 
1994 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  is  to  develop  tables  of  key  statistics  for  inclusion  within  a 
"Pocket  Digest"  on  LHP  student  data,  modeled  in  format,  layout,  and  page  size  on  the  annual 
NCES  pocket  version  of  its  Digest  of  Education  Statistics. 

Activities 

The  SIAC  has  received  this  task  order,  which  is  planned  to  be  conducted  February  22,  1995 
to  April  22,  1994  in  Year  Three  of  the  SIAC.  Due  to  some  need  for  clarification  regarding 
the  content  of  the  Pocket  Digest,  the  task  order  statement  of  work  requires  finalization. 

Products 

Pocket  Digest  Tables  and  Statistics  Due  April  22,  1995 

TASK  ORDER  D150:         Secondary  Analysis  of  "Prospects"  Study  Regarding  Services 

to  Language  Minority  and  Limited  English-Proficient  Students 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  is  to  review  data  from  the  Congressionally  mandated, 
national  longitudinal  study  on  the  impact  of  Chapter  One,  the  "Prospects"  study.  The  data 
will  be  reanalyzed  and  summarized  with  special  focus  on  providing  a  comprehensive 
description  of  the  nature  of  services  provided  to  language  minority  LEP  students.  To  the 
extent  possible,  the  report  will  also  compare  characteristics  of  services  provided  to  language 
minority  LEP  students  with  the  general  findings  regarding  services  provided  to  students. 

Activities 

This  task  order  has  been  exercised  as  a  Year  Two  Task  Order  to  be  conducted  in  Year  Three 
of  the  SIAC  from  January  23,  1995  to  July  24,  1995. 

Products 

Task  Order  Report  on  Services  to  LEP  Students  Due  July  24,  1995 
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TASK  ORDER  D160: 


The  Certification  of  Education  Personnel  Responsible  for 
Limited  English-Proficient  Students 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  is  to  update  the  status  of  certification  requirements  across  the 
country,  and  to  analyze  issues  related  to  meeting  the  challenge  nationwide  of  developing 
personnel  who  are  prepared  to  assist  LEP  students  in  meeting  high  academic  standards. 

Activities 

This  is  a  Year  Two  Task  Order  that  will  be  carried  out  in  Year  Three  from  February  22,  1995 
to  August  22,  1995.  Upon  receipt  of  the  Task  Order  Memorandum,  the  SIAC  requested 
clarification  regarding  the  survey  to  be  conducted  and  whether  the  nature  of  the  survey  was 
such  that  OMB  forms  clearance  should  be  obtained.  If  so,  a  different  schedule  for  the  task 
order  would  be  necessary.  These  points  are  being  reviewed;  the  final  work  statement  and 
schedule  for  this  task  order  therefore  require  finalization. 

Products 

Task  Order  Report  on  Certification  Due  August  22,  1995 


TASK  ORDER  D170:         Comments  on  Technical  Aspects  of  a  Draft  Statement  for  the 

Design  and  Implementation  of  a  National  Benchmark  Study 


Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  is  to  gather  recommendations  and  comments  for  refining  the 
design  and  implementation  of  the  national  benchmark  study  by  conducting  a  focus  group 
meeting. 

Activities 

The  is  a  Year  Two  task  order  that  will  be  carried  out  by  the  SIAC  in  Year  Three  from 
November  21,  1994  to  February  20,  1994. 

Products 

Task  Order  Report  Due  Feb.  13,  1995 
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TASK  ORDER  D180;         Graphic  Display  of  the  Nation's  Limited  English  Proficient 

Student  Population 

Purpose  of  the  Task  Order 

The  purpose  of  this  task  order  is  to  create  graphic  displays  and  fact  sheets  that  dispaly  the 
data  available  on  the  nation's  LEP  population  or  Title  VII  programs. 

Activities 

This  is  a  Year  Two  task  order  that  will  be  carried  out  by  the  SIAC  in  Year  Three  from 
May  12,  1995  to  July  12,  1995. 

Products 

Five  Graphic  Displays  Due  July  12,  1995 
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III.  CONCLUSIONS 


Over  the  past  year,  activities  carried  out  by  the  Special  Issues  Analysis  Center  have  assisted 
OBEMLA  by  providing  information  (1)  to  support  monitoring  and  management  of  existing 
Title  VII  programs  and  (2)  to  support  planning  and  decision-making  related  to  the  proposed 
reauthorized  programs.  The  pending  reauthorization  has  increased  the  importance  and 
relevance  of  several  of  the  SIAC  activities  with  regard  to  both  of  these  areas  of  OBEMLA 
responsibility.  SIAC  activities  that  develop  information  on  current  and  past  patterns  of 
funding  have  assisted  OBEMLA  in  documenting  the  services  provided  through  the  Title  VII 
funding.  The  Task  2  development  of  application  data,  updated  project  data,  and  Task  7  data 
reported  by  SEAs,  provide  information  on  students,  participants,  and  language  groups  that 
describe  the  nature  and  scope  of  Title  VII  services.  The  Task  4  Short  Turnaround  Reports 
have  provided  tl^ie  mechanism  for  using  these  data  to  prepare  analyses  and  reports  to 
OBEMLA  promptly,  and  in  the  specific  form  needed. 

Examination  of  the  existing  information  system  under  Task  3  has  continued  to  be  a  priority 
activity  for  the  SlAC.  For  Year  Tliree,  we  believe  that  the  Task  3  effort  will  become  even 
more  important  to  OBEMLA  since,  in  the  next  year,  decisions  will  need  to  be  made  in 
structuring  applications,  data  collection,  and  reporting  for  the  newly  authorized  programs 
and  the  information  systems  to  be  developed  using  these  data. 

Similarly,  we  consider  the  Task  5  activities  to  be  extremely  important  in  relation  to  the 
development  of  plans  and  regulations  for  newly  authorized  programs.  Task  5  activities 
support  decisions  about  information  to  be  obtained  for  accountability  and  evaluation 
purposes.  Since  these  decisions  have  implications  for  the  types  of  data  to  be  included  within 
the  OBEMLA  information  system  overall,  we  consider  Task  5  activities  to  be  very  closely 
related  to  Task  3.  For  example.  Task  3  planning  for  data  entry  and  the  structure  of  data  files 
will  be  influenced  by  Task  5  decisions  regarding  the  nature  of  data  to  be  collected  and  the 
use  of  the  different  data  elements. 

We  recommend  for  Year  Three  that,  as  part  of  its  work  in  putting  newly  authorized 
programs  into  operation,  OBEMLA  place  substantial  focus  on  utilizing  the  Task  3  and  Task 
5  efforts  under  the  SIAC  for  input  and  guidance.  In  particular,  the  SIAC  can  provide 
technical  assistance  to  support  OBEMLA's  decision-making  regarding  data  to  be  obtained 
in  application  forms  and  through  regulations  for  the  new  progra;as.  The  SIAC  is  well- 
prepared,  on  the  basis  of  systems  reviews  conducted  thus  far  under  Task  3  and  Task  5,  and 
on  the  basis  of  our  experience  in  working  with  data  for  current  programs  (especially 
application  data,  SEA  report  data)  to  provide  such  technical  assistance  to  OBEMLA.  A 
careful  and  planful  approach  to  decisions  regarding  data  to  be  obtained  and  entered,  and 
the  form  in  which  the  data  are  to  be  provided  by  projects,  will  help  ensure  that  that  high- 
quality  and  consistent  information  is  obtained.  This  in  turn  will  contribute  to  an  information 
management  system  that  effectively  serves  OBEMLA  in  its  role  as  an  information  resource 
on  Title  VII  programs  and  services. 
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As  part  of  the  process  of  examining  information  systems,  our  review  of  current  systems  has 
led  to  the  identification  of  certain  steps  that  can  be  taken  to  improve  information  flow  and 
the  usefulness  of  existing  data.  We  have  provided  specific  recommendations  to  OBEMLA 
regarding  steps  that  can  be  taken  and  the  needs  each  would  address.  In  addition,  we  plan 
to  develop,  with  input  from  OBEMLA  staff,  project  information  resources  for  use  by 
program  managers  and  project  officers.  For  example,  we  will  be  developing  project  lists  and 
project  profiles  for  FY94  projects. 

The  Task  Order  component  of  the  SIAC  contract  has  become  a  very  effective  mechanism  for 
addressing  needs  identified  by  OBEMLA  that  require  research  and  in-depth  analyses.  The 
current  structure  for  exercising  the  Task  Orders  has  in  general  worked,  well;  however,  it  has 
been  clear  that  the  existing  Task  Order  models  have  not  sufficiently  reflected  the  diversity 
of  OBEMLA's  needs.  In  some  cases,  we  have  negotiated  agreements  regarding  the  content 
of  existing  task  order  models.  For  example,  in  the  case  of  one  Year  One  task  order 
(completed  iii  Year  Two)  we  agreed  to  revise  the  content  of  an  existing  task  order.  In 
working  with  Year  Two  Task  Orders,  we  have  negotiated  a  change  order  for  a  substantial 
shift  in  content  in  Model  1;  also,  we  have  worked  with  ED  to  negotiate  and  sign  one  new 
task  order  model.  It  will  be  useful  to  discuss  further  how  we  can  work  to  ensure  even 
smoother  operation  of  this  process,  especially  regarding  the  final  specification  of  work  to  be 
carried  out  when  a  particular  task  order  is  being  exercised. 

Related  to  the  discussic •!  of  task  orders,  we  would  like  to  suggest  that  ED  consider  building 
on  the  product  of  the  Year  One  Task  Order  DOlO  Literature  Review.  Specifically,  we  believe 
that  the  Appendix  B  chronological  listing  and  summary  of  federally  supported  studies 
related  to  LEP  students  was  a  very  important  contribution  to  the  knowledge  base  on 
education  of  LEP  students.  Since  the  completion  of  the  Model  1  Literature  Review  in 
August  of  1993,  however,  other  important  federal  studies  relevant  to  LEP  students  have  been 
completed.  We  suggest  that  ED  consider  updating  this  listing  on  a  regular  or  ongoing  basis 
in  order  to  always  have  available  as  a  reference  document  a  current  listing  and  summary 
of  studies.  (At  specified  points,  the  review  and  synthesis  might  also  be  updated  as  well). 
The  update  of  the  study  listings,  i.e.,  reviewing  and  creating  summary  entries  that  parallel 
the  Task  Order  DOlO  Appendix  B  listings,  could  be  carried  out  as  a  new  Task  Order  model 
or  as  a  Model  3  task  order  (depending  on  the  number  of  studies  to  be  reviewed). 
Alternatively,  this  type  of  task  could  become  part  of  a  core  contract  activity  within  the  SIAC. 
Whichever  approach  were  to  be  selected,  the  continuation  of  the  listing  effort  would  provide 
an  important  resource  on  federal  research  studies  and  findings  related  to  LEP  students. 


yr2task6\annyr2.fin(K) 
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FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs  Serving  Specific  Language  Groups 


This  report  provides  data  on  FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  projects  serving  LEP  students  of  specific 
language  groups.  The  Academic  Excellence  Program  and  the  Family  English  Literacy 
Program  are  not  included  in  this  report  since  they  do  not  directly  serve  LEP  students. 
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Estimates  of  LEP  Students  Served  by  Grade 


This  report  is  in  response  to  a  request  for  information  about  the  number  of  LEP  students  in 
each  grade  level  served  by  Title  VII  Part  A  programs.  Data  have  not  been  collected  to 
directly  answer  this  question.  In  most  cases,  respondents  are  asked  what  grade  levels  they 
serve  and  how  many  LEP  students  they  serve,  but  are  not  asked  to  provide  a  breakdown 
by  grade  level.  Thus  the  data  presented  are  based  on  estimates  using  some  specific 
assumptions. 
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Notes:  Table  1 


Table  1  shows  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  LEP  students  by  grade 
served  by  Title  VII  Transitional  Bilingual  Education  (TBE),  Special 
Alternative  Instructional  (SAIP),  and  Developmental  Bilingual 
Education  (DEE)  Programs  in  the  1991-92  school  year.  It  is  based  on 
a  sample  of  184  grantees  in  that  year. 

The  resalts  in  this  table  should  be  interpreted  with  some  caution.  They 
are  weighted  projections  from  a  sample,  and  they  assume  that  the 
same  number  of  students  were  served  at  each  grade  level  of  a  project 
if  any  students  were  served  at  that  grade  level.  Thus,  if  a  project 
reported  serving  200  students  in  grades  K-3,  it  was  assumed  that  50 
students  were  served  at  each  of  those  four  grade  levels.  Using  this 
assumption  may  have  generated  overestimates  at  the  higher  grade 
levels,  because  the  higher  grade  levels  tend  to  have  fewer  LEP  students 
overall.  On  the  other  hand,  the  figures  in  general  are  underestimates, 
because  programs  representing  an  adciitionai  5,058  LEP  students  failed 
to  provide  information  on  grade  levels  served. 
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TABLE  1 


Number  of  LEP  Students  Served  By  Grade: 
FY91  TiUe  VII TBE,  SAIP,  and  DBE  Programs* 

(Source:  Survey  of  Title  VII  Project  Directors,  1991-1992) 


Grade  Range 

Number  of  LEP 
Students  Served 

PerccnUgc  of  All  LEP 
Students  Served 

Preschool 

1,442 

0.6% 

Kindergarten 

20,138 

8.6% 

Grade  1 

2U32 

9.2% 

Grade  2 

21,137 

9.1% 

Grade  3 

22,380 

9.6% 

Grade  4 

18,296 

7.8% 

Grades 

17^ 

7.7% 

Graded 

19^71 

83% 

Grade  7 

14,472 

6.2% 

Grades 

14,158 

6.1% 

Grade  9 

17,994 

7.7% 

Grade  10 

15,495 

6.6% 

Grade  11 

14,459 

61% 

Grade  12 

•  14,459 

6.2% 

Total 

233,197 

100.0% 

*  lH^TmaHkotml  Bilii^ual  Edtiation  Program;  SAIPsSptcial  Alttnutivt  Initmciionjil  Prognoi; 
OMi4>fV<tiopiMRlil  BUingiul  Education  Prognm. 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 

3 


Notes:  Table  2 

Table  2  shows  the  estimated  nun^er  of  LEP  students  served  by  grade 
range  in  aU  Title  Vn  Part  A  projects  in  the  1992-93  school  year.  It  is 
based  on  data  from  FY92  applications. 

Similar  caution  should  be  used  in  interpreting  these  data.  They  are 
projections  by  project  directors  on  appUcations,  and  they  also  make 
assumptions  about  the  distributions  of  LEP  students  aaoss  grades 
within  projects.  During  data  entry,  projects  were  coded  in  terms  of 
whether  or  not  they  served  any  of  the  grades  in  the  ranges  shown  m 
Table  2.  To  develop  the  estimates  in  Table  2,  LEP  students  were 
aUocated  evenly  aaoss  all  of  the  grades  in  the  ranges  indicated  in  the 
file.  Thus,  if  a  project  served  at  least  some  LEP  shidents  in  the  grade 
ranges  K-2, 3-6,  and  7-8,  it  was  assumed  that  the  same  number  of  LEP 
students  were  served  in  each  of  those  nine  grades,  and  three-ninths  of 
the  LEP  students  were  allocated  to  grade  range  K-2,  four-ninths  of  the 
LEP  students  to  grade  range  3-6,  and  two-ninths  of  the  LEP  students 
to  grade  range  7-8.  Based  on  similar  logic  to  that  described  previously, 
this  may  have  led  to  overestimates  of  the  number  of  LEP  students 
served  in  the  higher  grade  ranges. 


TABLE  2 

Number  of  LEP  Students  Served  By  Grade  Range: 

FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 

(Source:  FY92  Title  VH  Applications) 

Grade  Range                       Number  of  LEP       PercentaiKc  of  All  LEP 

Students  Served  Students 

Served 

Preschool  6,786 

22.% 

Kindergarten  -  Grade  2  76,135 

25.1% 

Grade  3  -  Grade  6  116,663 

38.4% 

Grade  7  -  Grade  8  29,128 

9.6% 

Grade  9  -  Grade  12  74,769 

24.6% 

Total  303,481 

100.0% 
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Number  of  Funded  Projects  Per  Award  Number  for  FY93 
CFDA     Program  Title  Number  of  Projects 


Part  A  Programs 

93003a    Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

93003D    Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

93003M    Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

93003C     Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program 

93003B     Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Magnet  Schools  Priority) 

93003E     Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

93003K    Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

93003N    Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

93003F     Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Magnet  Schools  Priority) 

93003L     Special  Populations  Program 

93003J      Fair.'.'.-/  English  Literacy  Program 

93003G    Academic  Excellence  Program 


411 
127 

49 
42 
2 

255 
32 

28 


47 

51 

19 


Total  Part  A 


1065 


Part  C  Programs 

93195R     Educational  Persormel  Trairung  Program 

93195P     Educatioi\al  Personnel  Trairung  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

93195V    Short-Term  Trairung  Program 

93195T     Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

93195S     Trairung,  Development  and  Improvement  Program 

Total  Part  C 

TOTAL  PART  A  AND  C 


62 

25 

32 
40 
3 
162 
1227 
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ALASKA 

ran  A  rrognuns 

I  ransitionai  DUingUdi  cuucation  i  rogram 

z 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
vmaui/ science  rnoniy; 

1 

r^^^rolr\T^rriomf al  Rilincyn;il  PHiir^iHor>  Pro^TJim 

Snprial  Alternative  Instructional  Proffrann 

2 

^npri;^]  AlfpmaHvp  InstrucHonal  PrOCTam 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

1 

Academic  Excellence  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

8 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

ALABAMA 

Part  A  Programs 

Trai\sitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

1 

Total  Part  A 

3 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

ARKANSAS  

Part  A  Prognnu 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  | 
(Math/Science  Priority)  ^ 

Total  Part  A  1 

(No  Part  C  Programs)   
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ARIZONA 


Part  A  Programs 

Tramsitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  18 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  ^ 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  ^ 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program  1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  11 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  ^ 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

Special  Populations  Program  2 

Family  English  Literacy  Program  1 

Academic  Excellence  Program  1^ 

Total  Part  A  43 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Traiiung  Program  2 

Educational  Personnel  Trairung  Program  2 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

Short-Term  Training  Program  1 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program  3 

Total  Part  C  8 


ERIC 
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CALIFORNIA 


Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  127 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  ^ 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  ^4 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program  17 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  84 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

Special  Populations  Program  15 

Faixuly  English  Literacy  Program  29 

Academic  Excellence  Program  7^ 

Total  Part  A  371 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program  9 

Educational  Persormel  Training  Program  2 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

Short-Term  Traiiung  Program  9 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program  7 

Training  Development  and  Improvement  Program  1_ 

Total  Part  C  28 
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COLORADO 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  6 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  ^ 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  1 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  6 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  ^ 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

Special  Populations  Program  1 

Fannily  English  Literacy  Program  2 

Academic  Excellence  Program  1_ 

Total  Part  A  22 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program  4 

Short-Term  Traiiung  Program  1 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program  1 

Training  Development  and  Improvement  Program  1 

Total  Part  C  7 
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CONNECTICUT 

Part  A  Prosraxns 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

Z 

Total  Part  A 

2 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

(Math/Science  Priority) 

Short-Term  Training  Program 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

Total  Part  C  4 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Fait  A  Programs 

Transitional-Bilingual  Education  Prograin 

2 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

2 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

1 

(Math/Science  Priority) 

Special  Popxdations  Program 

1 

Total  Fart  A 

6 

Fart  C  Frograms 

Short-Term  Training  Program 

1 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

1 

Total  Fart  C 

2 

113 
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DELAWARE 

Part  A  Projects 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

1 

(Math /Science  Priority) 

Total  Part  A 

1 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

FLORIDA 

Part  A  Programs 

Trarisitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

3 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

2 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

2 

✓ 

Opvplonmpnfal  Bilingual  Education  Procrain 

2 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

2 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

1 

Special  Populations  Program 

1 

Family  English  Literacy  Program 

1 

Academic  Excellence  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

15 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

3 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

2 

Total  Part  C 

5 

7 

Hi 


UtUKUlA 

Part  A  Programs 

Special  Alternative  Instru:tional  Program 

1 

loiai  ran  A 

1 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

1 

Total  Part  C 

1 

GUAM 

Part  A  Programs 

Family  English  Literacy  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

1 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

HAWAII 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

2 

Special  Alternative  IntJtructional  Program 

1 

Family  English  Literacy  Piogram 

1 

Total  Part  A 

4 

Part  C  Programs 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

1 
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IOWA 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  7 

Total  Part  A  7 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 


IDAHO 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

2 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

2 

Total  Part  A 

5 

Part  C  Programs 

Education  Personnel  Training  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

2 

Total  Part  C 

2 

ILLINOIS 


Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  6 


1 


Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Prograra 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program  1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  14 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  ^ 
(Math/Scier  Priority) 

Special  Popu.     :)r\s  Program  1 

Family  English  Literacy  Program  2 

Academic  Excellence  Program  ]_ 

Total  Part  A  29 


Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Trairung  Program 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

Short-Term  Training  Program 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

Total  Part  C 


INDIANA 

Part  A  Progfams 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

Total  Part  A  2 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program  ^ 

Total  Part  C  i 


2 
3 

2 

1 


ERIC 
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KANSAS 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

2 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

2 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

1 

Total  Part  A 

5 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

KENTUCKY 

Part  A  Programs 

Trar\sitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

2 

Total  Part  A 

3 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

ERIC 
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LOUISIANA 


Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingiial  Education  Program  3 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  ^ 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  2 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  6 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  ^ 

(Magnet  School  Priority)  ^ 

Special  Populations  Program  ■  I 

Total  Part  A  14 

Part  C  Programs 

Short-Term  Training  Program  I 

Total  Part  C  1 


110 


ERIC 


12 


MASSACHUSETTS 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

14 

I  ransmunui  uuinguai  naucauon  i  rogram 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

1 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program 

5 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

2 

Special  Populations  Program 

2 

Total  Part  A 

24 

Fart  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

1 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

2 

Total  Part  C 

MARYLAND 

Fart  A  Programs 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

5 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

1 

Total  Part  A 

6 

Part  C  Prognnifl 

Education  Personnel  Training  Program 
(Math/Sdmce  Priority) 

1 

Short-Tenn  Training  Program 

2 

Total  Part  C 

3 

13 
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MAINE 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

•  2 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

3  ^ 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

1 

Special  Populations  Program 

1 

Academic  Excellence  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

10 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

MICHIGAN 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

7 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

1 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Magnet  School  Priority) 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

7 

Family  English  literacy  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

17 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Pro^^ram 

2 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

3 

14  121 


MINNESOTA 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

3 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

1 

iotai  jrart  a 

A 

Part  C  Programs 

Education  Personnel  Training  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

1 

Total  Part  C 

1 

MISSOURI 

Part  A  Programs 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

1 

Family  English  Literacy  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

2 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

1 

MISSISSIPPI 

Part  A  Prognun 

Special  Alternative  Ii\structional  Program 

3 

Special  Populations  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

4 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

13        1  OO 
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MONTANA 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

11 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

3 

Special  Alternative  Instructioncl  Program 

7 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

3 

Special  Populations  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

25 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

2 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

1 

Total  Part  C 

3 

NORTH  CAROLINA 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

1 

(No  Part  A  Programs) 

16  123 


NORTH  DAKOTA 

Part  A  rrograms 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

9 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

V 

11 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

1 

NEBRASKA 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

1 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

2 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

1 

Total  Part  A 

5 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

ERIC 


NEW  HAMPSHIRE 

Part  A  Programs 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

1 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

NEW  JERSEY 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

2 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Traiiung  Program 

1 

Educational  Personnel  Traiiung  Program 

1 

(Math/Science  Priority) 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

3 

ERIC 
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NEW  MEXICO 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Proeram 

29 

Transitional  Bilingxial  Education  Program 

6 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

5 

Special  Populations  Program 

6 

Total  Part  A 

46 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

3 

Educational  Persbnr.el  Training  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

1 

X 

Short-Term  Training  Program 

2 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

2 

Total  Part  C 

8 

NEVADA 

Part  A  Programs 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

1 

(Math/Science  Priority) 

Total  Part  A 

1 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

19 

12G 

ERIC 


Part  A  Prograins 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

65 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

17 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Pnonty) 

15 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program 

10 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

19 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Math/Science  Pnonty) 

2 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

5 

Special  Populations  Program 

5 

.  Family  English  Literacy  Program 

8 

Academic  Excellence  Program 

2 

Total  Part  A 

148 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

iu 

caucationai  rersonnei  irairung  rrograni 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

1 

Short-Term  Training  Program 

2 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

6 

Total  Part  C 

.  _ 

19 

127 

20 

ERIC 


OHIO 

rAXi  /\  rru^«iii9 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

z 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

2 

Total  Part  A 

4 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

1 

UKLArlUMA 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

14 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

23 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

1 

Special  Populations  Program 

•  5 

Family  English  Literacy  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

73 

Part  C  Programs 

Educatiorul  Personnel  Trairung  Program 

1 

Educational  Persoimel  Trairung  Program 
(Math/Sdence  Priority) 

1 

Short-Term  Training  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

3 

123 

21 


OREGON 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  3 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  2 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program  1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  11 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  ^ 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

Family  English  Literacy  Program  ]_ 

Total  Part  A  21 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Trairung  Program  1 

Short-Term  Training  Program  2 

Total  Part  C  3 


PENNSYLVANIA 

Part  A  Programs 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Magnet  School  Priority) 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

Academic  Excellence  Program  

Total  Part  A 

Part  C  Programs 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowshir  Program 

Total  Pa 


22 


123 


PUERTO  RICO 

Part  A  Prosnuns 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  ProCTam 

1 

Academic  Excellence  Program 

« 

1 

Total  Part  A 

2 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Traiiung  Program 

1 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

1 

Total  Part  C 

2 

RHODE  ISLAND 

Part  A  Programs 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

2 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

1 

Special  Populations  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

4 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Traiiung  Program 

2 

Short-Term  Training  Program 

2 

Total  Part  C 

4 

130 
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SOUTH  CAROLINA 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

1 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Progra.f. 

8 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

3 

(Math/Science  Priority) 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

12 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

PALAU 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

1 

Trarisitioiial  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

3 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

ERIC 
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24 


TEXAS 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

25 

Transitional  Bmngual  Education  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

10 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

2 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program 

3 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

11 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Math /Science  Priority) 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

3 

•,!?L/C\.lCll  i  UL/ 111(1  LlLli  19  1  iV^i^iaixl 

2 

Family  English  Literacy  Program 

1 

Academic  Excellence  Program 

2 

Total  Part  A 

60 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

10 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

5 

Short-Term  Training  Program 

4 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

6 

Total  Part  C 

25 

UTAH 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

2 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

^iVidui/ i  liuniy  / 

1 

2 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Magnet  School  Priority) 

1 

Total  Part  A 

6 

(No  Part  C  Programs) 

VIRGINIA 

Part  A  Prograns 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

1 

Total  Part  A 

3 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

1 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program. 

1 

Training,  Development  and  Improvement  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

3 

t 


26 

133 


WASHINGTON 

Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

10 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

3 

Special  Altemative  Instructional  Program 

3 

Special  Altemative  Instructional  Program 
(Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

1 

Family  English  Literacy  Program 

1 

Total  Part  A 

18 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 
(Math/Science  Priority) 

1 
i 

Short-Term  Traixung  Program 

1 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

3 

WISCONSIN 

Part  C  Programs 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 

1 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 

1 

Total  Part  C 

2 

(No  Part  A  Programs) 

13} 

27 


WYOMING 


Part  A  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  1 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  3 

Special  Populations  Program  1 

Total  Part  A  5 
(No  Part  C  Programs) 


4 


28 
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LEP  Shadent  Enrollment  and  Participation 
in  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs  by  State 


This  report  presents  data  on  LEP  student  enrollment  and  participation  in  Title  VII  Part  A 
programs  by  state.  Figures  1  and  2  present  data  on  LEP  students  as  a  percentage  of  total 
student  enrollment  within  individual  states  and  for  the  U.S.  and  its  territories  as  a  whole. 
Figures  3  and  4  provide  data  on  the  numbers  and  percentages  of  LEP  students  served  by 
Title  VII  programs  by  state.  Figure  5  presents  data  on  LEP  students  served  by  Title  VII  Part 
A  programs  as  a  percentage  of  all  LEP  students  receiving  special  services  designed  to  meet 
their  educational  needs.  Data  are  provided  individually  for  the  ten  states  with  the  largest 
numbers  of  LEP  students  served  by  Title  VII.  Figure  6  presents  the  number  of  LEP  students 
served  in  individual  Title  VII  Part  A  programs  for  the  same  ten  states. 
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TABLE  1 


Number  of  LEP  Students  Served  by  Title  VII: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 

(Source:  FY92  Title  VII  Applications) 


Number  of 

Number  of 

State 

LEP  Students 

State 

LEP  Students 

AK 

618 

MS 

977 

AL 

452 

MT 

2,122 

AR 

134 

NT) 

1,076 

AZ 

16,759 

NE 

806 

CA 

140,271 

NH 

212 

CO 

3,982 

NI 

436 

CT 

1,109 

MM 

9,791 

ex: 

2,285 

NY 

38,356 

FL 

5,544 

OH 

450 

GA 

74 

OK 

10,045 

HI 

530 

OR 

3,433 

lA 

1,365 

PA 

1,739 

ID 

617 

PR 

766 

IL 

6,291 

RI 

997 

IN 

271 

SC 

'  "  107 

KS 

911 

SD 

2,659 

KY 

337 

IN 

175 

LA 

1,914 

TT 

1,282 

MA 

12,826 

TX 

12,360 

MD 

1,033 

UT 

743 

ME 

1,297 

VA 

3,698 

MI 

4,167 

VI 

171 

MN 

1,641 

WA 

4,548 

MO 

318 

WY 

1,614 

TOTAL 

303,482 
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Total  Obligated  Funds  by  Program  and  State: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  and  Part  C  Programs 

The  following  report  provides  information  about  funding  amounts  by  state  for  FY92  Title 
VII  Part  A  programs.  Figures  1-3  and  Tables  1-2  provide  information  on  Part  A  prograrrs. 
Figures  4-5  and  Table  3  provide  data  on  Part  C  programs. 
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TABLE  1 


Total  Obligated  Amount  by  State: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 

(Source:  FY92  Title  VII  Applications) 


Tnfal  Ohliffatcd 

Total  Obligated 

rllliUUIll 

037 

MS 

$505  304 

A  T 

MT 

MD 

1  841  S84 

A7 

fi  228  478 

NE 

578,941 

S2  24*^  793 

NH 

163,799 

MT 

395,776 

CT 

172,313 

NM 

6,369,539 

DC 

686,955 

NY 

23,347,436 

FT 

2 143  331 

OH 

451,395 

C  A 

160  000 

OK 

8  068  235 

GU 

158,966 

OR 

2,434,302 

HI 

926,064 

PA 

707,637 

lA 

872,113 

PR 

310,301 

ID 

487,880 

RI 

570,597 

IL  . 

3,305,301 

SC 

40,440 

IN 

382,664 

SD 

1,447,289 

KS 

676,000 

IN 

83,347 

KY 

—    '  486,796 

IT 

244,255 

LA 

1,686,433 

TX 

8,464,622 

MA 

3,611,795 

UT 

712,757 

MD 

740348 

VA 

406,830 

ME 

1,339,340 

VI 

122,889 

MI 

2,856,235 

WA 

2,353,276 

MN 

752,585 

WY 

785,809 

MO 

380,664 

TOTAL 

$146,805,573 
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TABLE  2 

Total  Obligated  Amount  Per  Student  by  State 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Projects* 

(Source:  FY92  Title  VII  Applications) 


Total  Obligated         Total  Number      Obligated  Amount 
State  Amotmt  of  Students  Per  Student 


AK 

$585,911 

793 

S739 

AL 

520,530 

452 

1,152 

AR 

%,700 

144 

672 

AZ 

5,688,729 

21,744 

262 

CA 

44,844,060 

161,466 

278 

CO 

1,827,960 

4,302 

425 

CT 

172,313 

1,109 

155 

DC 

686,955 

4,153 

165 

FL 

1,832,265 

6,531 

281 

GA 

160,000 

74 

2,162 

HI 

480,487 

705 

682 

lA 

790,814 

1,444 

548 

ID 

487380 

617 

791 

IL 

2,899,375 

11,811 

245 

IN 

382,664 

468 

818 

KS 

676,000 

911 

742 

KY 

486,7% 

337 

1,444 

LA 

1,686,433 

3,369 

501 

MA 

3,451,795 

13,490 

256 

MD 

664,092 

1,102 

603 

ME 

1,156,234 

1,434 

806 

MI 

2,404,249 

4,539 

530 

MN 

362^70 

1,641 

221 

MO 

236,150 

318 

743 

MS 

505,304 

977 

517 

continued 

i»  


ERIC 


TABLE  2 
(Continued) 


Total  Obligated     Total  Number  Obligated  Amount 
State  Amount         of  Students  Per  Student 


MT 

$1,875,298 

2,997 

$626 

ND 

1,575,055 

1,254 

1,256 

NE 

578,941 

921 

629 

NH 

163,799 

212 

773 

NJ 

395,776 

506 

782 

NM 

5,938,225 

11,972 

496 

NY 

21,209,273 

42,880 

495 

OH 

451,395 

450 

1,003 

OK 

7,377,189 

12,778 

577 

OR 

2,138,373 

3,758 

569 

PA 

269,514 

1,739 

155 

PR 

159,327 

1,220 

131 

RI 

570,597 

997 

572 

SC 

40,440 

107 

378 

SD 

1,151,476 

2,935 

392 

TN 

83347 

175 

476 

TT 

244^5 

1,282 

191 

TX 

6,959,047 

16,482 

422 

UT 

542,873 

752 

722 

VA 

406,830 

3,805 

107 

VI 

122,889 

671 

183 

WA 

2,127,795 

5,456 

390 

WY 

648,919 

1,797 

361 

TOTAL  $128,116/599  359,077  $357 


♦The  totals  do  not  include  the  Academic  Excellence  and  Family  English  Literacy  Programs. 
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TABLE  3 


Total  Obligated  Amount  by  State: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  C  Programs 

(Source:  FY92  Title  VII  Applications) 


Total  Obligated 

Total  Obligated 

State 

Amount 

State 

Amount 

AZ 

$802,758 

NC 

$53,656 

CA 

4,580,370 

ND 

184,588 

CO 

1,440,765 

NJ 

588,932 

CT 

415,980 

NM 

1,293,546 

DC 

362,498 

NY 

3,002,282 

FL 

854,308 

OH 

339,264 

GA 

43,145 

OK 

327,759 

HI 

106,636 

OR 

494,498 

ID 

25,000 

PA 

261,070 

IL 

1,092,408 

PR 

354,913 

IN 

240,872 

RI 

381,636 

KS 

132,497 

TX 

3,549,785 

LA 

417,296 

UT 

228,846 

MA 

551,730 

VA 

492,383 

MD 

203,504 

WA 

375,253 

MI 

416,420 

WI 

315,449 

MO 

180,395 

zz 

145,756 

MT 

575,306 

TOTAL 

$24,?31,S04 
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Students,  Participants  and  Most  Common  Languages: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  and  Part  C  Programs 


The  following  report  provides  information  on  students  and  participants  in  Title  VII  Part  A 
and  Part  C  programs,  including  information  on  the  language  groups  served.  Figures  1-3 
provide  information  on  Part  A  programs,  and  Figures  4-5  provide  information  on  Part  C 
programs. 
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Title  VII  Services  to  Native  American  Students: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 


The  following  report  provides  information  on  projects,  students  and  funding  for  Title  VII 
Part  A  projects  serving  Native  American  students.  Throughout  this  report,  the  term  "Native 
American"  is  used  to  refer  to  students  from  Native  American  language  backgrounds  and 
Alaskan  Native  language  backgrounds.  In  FY92,  Native  American  students  were  served  by 
projects  within  the  following  four  programs:  Transitional  Bilingual  Education,  Special 
Alternative  Instructional,  Special  Alternative  Instructional  (Recent  Arrivals  Priority),  and 
Special  Populations.  The  data  in  this  report  are  based  on  application  data  from  830  {93.8%) 
of  the  total  885  projects  that  were  fimded  in  FY92  in  these  four  programs. 


2VJ 


Notes:  Figure  1 

Figxire  1  presents  the  number  of  projects  serving  Native  American 
students.  Overall,  188  serve  one  or  more  Native  American  students. 
Of  those  projects  serving  Native  American  students,  102  (54.37o)  serve 
Native  American  students  only. 
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TABLE  1 

Number  of  Projects  Serving  Native  American  Students  by  Program  Type*: 

FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 

(Source*  Fy92  Title  VTI  AonliraHon  Database^ 

Number  of  Projects 
Total  Number              Serving  Native 
Program  Type                              of  Projects         American  Students 

Number  of  Projects 
Serving  Only  Native 
American  Students 

Transitional  Biiinguai  Education 

Regular                                           497  109 

66 

Special  Alternative  Instructional 

Regular                                           261  65 

28 

Recent  Arrivals  Priority                        28  2 

1 

Special  Populations                                  47  12 

7 

Total                                                  830  188 

102 

*  The  data  in  this  table  are  based  on  830  (93.8%)  of  the  850  projects  in  tl\e  Transitional  Bilingtiai  Education,  Special  Alternative 
Instructional,  Speaai  Alternative  Instructional  (Recent  Arrivals  Priority)  and  Special  Populations  programs.  There  were 
no  Native  Amencan  students  in  the  following  programs:  Developmental  Bilingual  Education,  Developmental  Bilingual 
Education  (Magnet  Schoob  Priority),  Special  Alternative  Instructional  (Magnet  Schoob  Priority),  and  Transitional 
Bilingual  Education  (Recent  Arrivab  Priority).  The  Academic  Excellence  and  Family  English  Literacy  programs  do  not  directly 
serve  students.  Native  American  refers  to  both  Native  American  and  Alaskan  Native  students. 

Jtr24;  »pp*2pti.db:  ipp92»ch.(lb 
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Number  of  Projects  Serving  Specific  Grade  Ranges: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 


The  following  report  presents  data  on  the  grade  ranges  served  by  FY92  Title  VII  Part  A 
programs.  Figure  1  presents  the  grade  levels  served  by  Transitional  Bilingual  Education 
projects.  The  grade  levels  served  by  Developmental  Bilingual  Education  projects  are 
presented  in  Figure  2.  Figure  3  presents  the  grade  levels  served  by  Special  Alternative 
Instructional  projects.  Figure  4  provides  data  on  the  grade  levels  served  by  projects  within 
the  Special  Populations  projects. 
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Low-Income  Students  and  Low^Income  LEP  Students 


This  report  provides  data  on  FY92  Title  VII  funded  Part  A  projects  serving  students  from 
low-income  families.  Projects  which  did  not  provide  valid  data  on  number  of  low-income 
students  in  the  grant  applications  were  excluded  from  the  analysis.  Projects  in  the  Family 
English  Literacy  and  the  Academic  Excellence  programs  were  not  included  in  the  report 
since  they  do  not  directly  serve  students. 
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Projections  of  the  Numbers  of  Students  and  Participants  Served: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  and  Part  C  Programs 


This  report  presents  projections  of  the  total  numbers  of  students  and  participants  served  by 
Title  VII  programs  in  FY92.  The  results  are  based  on  data  from  verification  interviews 
conducted  with  project  directors  of  Title  VII  projects.  Interviews  were  completed  with 
project  directors  of  1184  (97  percent)  of  the  1222  projects  which  were  funded  in  1^92,  This 
report  makes  projections  about  program  totals  by  imputing  values  for  the  projects  which  did 
not  respond  to  the  interview. 

There  were  a  number  of  different  approaches  which  could  have  been  used  for  making  such 
projections,  each  of  which  would  have  produced  somewhat  different  estimates.  The  metliod 
chosen  for  this  report  involved  the  creation  and  use  of  nonresponse  weights  within  program 
categories.  The  categories  used  in  this  report  involved  specific  programs  and  the  year  of 
fimding  within  those  programs.  Based  on  earlier  analyses  of  the  interview  data,  it  appeared 
that  first  year  projects  served  significantly  different  numbers  of  students  and  participants 
than  did  continuing  projects.  Nonresponse  weights  were  therefore  calculated  separately  for 
first  year  and  continuing  projects  within  each  program  category. 

The  nonresponse  weights  were  calculated  by  dividing  the  total  number  of  projects  in  a 
category  by  the  nim:\bv»r  of  projects  with  interview  data.  Nonresponse  weights  ranged  from 
1.000  (no  weight  adjustment)  to  1.077.  By  applying  these  weights,  the  weighted  number  of 
cases  in  the  interview  data  file  equaled  1222,  the  total  number  of  funded  projNKts. 

For  Part  A  projects,  adjustments  were  also  required  due  to  item  nonresponse  to  the  items 
concerning  number  of  LEP  students  served.  Twelve  respondents  either  could  not  provide 
complete  information  on  these  items  or  their  responses  were  deleted  because  they  were 
inconsistent  with  other  items.  Thus,  item  nonresponse  adjustments  were  made  using  the 
same  categories  and  methods  as  for  survey  nonresponse.  The  item  nonresponse  adjustment 
within  a  category  was  calculated  by  dividing  the  number  of  survey  respondents  within  a 
category  by  the  number  of  respond  its  with  a  valid  answer  to  the  item.  Item  nonresponse 
adjustments  ranged  from  1.000  (no  adjustment)  to  1.084.  The  weights  which  were  used  for 
these  items  represented  the  products  of  the  sxirvey  and  item  nonresponse  weights.  These 
weights  ranged  from  1.000  to  1.167.  No  item  nonresponse  adjustments  were  required  to 
develop  estimates  of  the  number  of  participants  in  the  Family  English  Literacy  and  Part  C 
training  programs. 


2153 


Notes:  Tablet 


Table  1  shows  the  projected  numbers  of  LEP  students  served  by  Title 
VII  Part  A  programs  in  FY92  based  on  verification  data.  The  projected 
Wtal  number  of  LEP  students  served  was  310,916,  of  which  203,703  (66 
percent)  were  in  Transitional  Bilingual  Education  projects  and  74,083 
(24  percent)  were  in  Special  Alternative  Instructional  projects. 
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TABLE  1 

Projected  Number  of  LEP  Students  Served*: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 

(Source:  FY92  Title  Vn  Verification  Database) 

Program  Type 

Total  Number 
of  LEP  Students 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education 

Regular 

203,703 

Recent  Arrivals** 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education 

Regular 

5,051 

Magnet  Schools** 

57 

Special  Alternative  Instructional 

Regular 

74,083 

Magnet  Schools** 

■  178 

Recent  Arrivals** 

7,070 

Special  Populations 

8320 

Total 

310,916 

*  The  daU  in  this  table  are  based  on  936  (95S%)  of  the  980  total  Part  A  pro^. 
The  totals  for  these  programs  are  not  projections.  They  are  based  on  r«ponses 
from  all  relevant  projects. 

scr27  vtt9210.db 


Notes:  Table  2 

Table  2  show  the  projected  number  of  participants  m  the  Family 
English  Literacy,  Short-Term  Traixung,  Educational  Personnel  Training, 
and  Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  programs.  The  projected  total 
number  of  participants  across  these  four  programs  was  18,409. 


TABLE  2 


Projected  Number  of  Participants  Served*: 
FY92  TiUe  VII  Programs 

(Source:  FY92  Title  VH  Verification  Database) 


Total  Nxunbcr 

Program  Type  of  Participants 

Family  English  Literacy  7,721 
Educational  Personnel  Training  5,476 
Short-Term  Training**  4,846 

Bilingual  Education  Fellowship   366 

Total  18,409 


*  The  data  in  this  table  are  based  on  214  (97.3%)  of  the  220  total  Part  C  projects. 
**  Hie  total  for  this  program  is  not  a  projection.  It  is  based  on  responses 
from  all  relevant  projects. 


3tr27:  vc9210.db 
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FY92  Total  Obligated  Amount  Per  Student  for  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 


This  report  is  in  response  to  a  request  for  information  about  the  total  amount  of  funding  per 
student  for  FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  programs.  Amoimt  of  funding  per  student  was  calculated 
in  two  ways,  first  based  on  total  students  served  (LEP  and  non-LEP),  and,  second  based  on 
the  number  of  LEP  students  only.  Table  1  presents  the  amount  of  funding  per  student  in 
Part  A  programs.  Table  2  presents  the  amount  of  funding  per  LEP  student  for  Part  A 
programs. 

The  amoimt  per  student  for  the  Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program  showed  the 
greatest  difference  when  calculated  by  the  two  different  methods.  This  was  to  be  expected, 
given  that  Developmental  Bilingual  Education  projects  are  designed  to  include  both  LEP  and 
non-LEP  students. 
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Overview  of  Obligated  Funding:  FY93  Title  VII  Part  A  and  Part  C  Projects 


The  following  report  presents  data  on  the  total  obligated  amount  of  fimding  for  new  and 
continuing  FY93  Title  VII  Part  A  and  Part  C  funded  projects.  In  addition,  it  also  provides 
data  on  the  mean  grant  amount  by  program  type  for  FY93  Title  VII  Part  A  and  Part  C 
grants. 
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LEP  Students  Served  by  Regular  and  Special  Priority  Programs: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 


The  following  report  provides  data  on  numbers  of  LEP  students  served  by  FY92  Title  VII 
Part  A  Programs.  The  data  in  this  report  present  regiilar  and  special  priorit)^  programs 
separately  within  each  general  program  type  (e.g.  separate  statistics  are  presented  for  the 
Transitional  Bilingual  Education  -  Recent  Arrivals  Priority  and  Transitional  Bilingual 
Education  -  Regular  programs).  Table  1  displays  the  number  of  LEP  students  served  by 
program  type  and  funding  status.  Table  2  presents  the  number  of  LEP  students  served  by 
program  type  and  language  group.  The  data  are  from  the  FY92  verification  database,  which 
updates  the  information  provided  on  initial  applications. 
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Listing  of  Projects  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  Maryland,  and  Virginia: 
FY93  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 


This  report  provides  a  listing  of  Title  VII  Part  A  grant  recipients  in  the  CHstrict  of  Columbia, 
Maryland,  and  Virginia.  The  listing  includes  the  grantee  name,  address,  project  award 
identification  number(s),  project  director,  and  the  telephone  number.  The  projects  are 
grouped  by  state  and  program  type.  Where  multiple  project  award  identification  numbers 
are  Usted,  the  grantee  has  received  more  than  one  grant  in  FY93. 
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Overview  of  FY93  Title  VII  Part  A  and  Part  C  Grant  Applications 


This  report  reviews  Fiscal  Year  1993  Title  VII  Grant  Applications  for  Part  A  and  Part  C 
programs  (Part  B  programs  are  not  included  in  this  overview).  In  FY93,  a  total  of  2,138  Part 
A  and  Part  C  applications  were  received  by  the  Department  of  Education.  Of  these,  1,866 
were  applications  for  Part  A  programs  and  272  were  applications  for  Part  C  programs. 
There  were  941  new  grant  applications  and  1,197  continuing  grant  applications.  In  FY93 
there  were  no  new  grant  funds  for  the  following  programs:  Transitional  Bilingual  Education 
(Regular);  Transitional  Bilingual  Education  (Recent  Arrivals  Priority);  Developmental 
Bilingual  Education  (Regular);  Developmental  Bilingual  Education  (Magnet  Schools  Priority); 
Special  Altemative  Instructional  (Regular);  Special  Altemative  Instructional  (Magnet  Schools 
Priority);  Special  Altemative  Instructional  (Recent  Arrivals  Priority);  Educational  Personnel 
Training;  Training,  Development  and  Improvement;  and  Short-Term  Training;  However, 
new  special  Mathematics /Science  program  categories  were  initiated  in  FY93  for  three 
programs:   Transitional   Bilingual   Education,  Special  Altemative   Instructional,  and 
Educational  Personnel  Training. 

In  this  report.  Figures  1  througtt  3  provide  data  on  all  Part  A  and  Part  C  grant  applications 
overall.  Figures  4  through  6  present  data  on  Part  A  and  Part  C  new  grant  applications, 
while  Figures  7  through  9  present  data  on  Part  A  and  Part  C  continuing  grant  applications. 
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Degrees  Sought  and  Work  Experience  of  Fellows: 
FY92  Title  VII  Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 


The  Title  VII  Bilingual  Education  Act  authorizes  the  Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  program 
to  provide  assistance  to  bilingual  education  efforts  in  the  nation's  schools  or  communities 
through  academic  programs  in  higher  education.  The  program  prepares  participants  to 
serve  students  from  bilingual  or  multilingual  backgrounds.  The  fellows  usually  obtain  a 
master's  or  doctoral  degree  and  some  also  receive  a  certificate  in  a  particular  area  of 
specialization.  Many  fellows  participating  in  the  Fellowship  program  have  prior  teaching 
experience  or  work  in  education  while  pursuing  a  degree  through  the  program. 

This  report  presents  data  on  the  degrees  sought  by  the  fellows.  It  also  presents  data  on 
work  experience  of  fellows  prior  to  entry  into  the  program  and  during  their  tenure  as 
fellows.  (It  does  not  present  data  on  work/payback  requirements  after  termination  of  the 
fellowships).  The  report  provides  listings  of  the  Fellowship  projects  awarded  in  FY92.  The 
listings  include  the  grantee  organizations  and  the  total  number  of  fellows  sponsored  by  the 
grantee  organization.  Data  on  degree  status  of  the  FY92  fellows  are  presented  in  Table  1, 
and  data  on  the  work  experience  of  FY92  fellows  are  presented  in  Table  2.  The  data  are 
drawn  from  the  FY92  verification  interviews  with  the  project  directors. 
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The  Size  of  School  Districts  Receiving  Funding  Under  Title  VII: 
FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 


This  report  is  based  on  a  request  for  information  on  the  size  of  school  districts  receiving 
funding  for  Title  VII  Part  A  programs.  Projects  in  this  report  include  948  (96 J%)  of  the  total 
980  FY92  Title  VII  Part  A  projects  serving  st^' dents  which  participated  in  the  FY92 
verification  interviews  and  provided  data  on  district  enrollment 

For  Tables  1  and  2,  projects  are  categorized  based  on  whether  public  school  districts,  private 
schools,  or  Indian  organizations  received  the  funding.  Public  refers  to  projects  serving  any 
students  in  public  schools  (some  also  include  private  school  students);  private  refers  to 
projects  serving  private  schools  only;  and  Indian  refers  to  projects  serving  students  within 
schools  operated  by  a  tribal  organization  or  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  schools.  Public  school 
districts  were  further  divided  into  three  equal  size  groups  based  on  overall  district 
enrollment.  "Small"  districts  had  46-5,048  total  students,  "Medium"  districts  had  5,049-20,715 
students,  and  "Large"  districts  had  20,716  or  more  students.  The  data  in  Table  1  therefore 
indicate  that  a  third  of  the  grants  serving  public  schools  went  to  districts  serving  5,048  or 
fewer  students,  and  that  a  third  went  to  districts  serving  20,716  or  more  students.  Table  2 
presents  the  average  grant  size  for  projects  in  the  smadl,  medium,  and  large  public  categories 
and  in  the  private  and  Indian  categories. 

For  Table  3,  public  school  districts  were  categorized  into  11  narrower  "bands"  of  district 
enrollment  size.  These  bands  were  predefined,  and  thus  no  attempt  was  made  to  create 
groups  of  equal  sizes. 

Some  caution  should  be  used  in  interpreting  the  data  from  these  tables.  The  results  are 
based  on  survey  responses,  and  respondents  in  some  areas  varied  in  the  organizational  unit 
for  which  they  reported  enrollment.  For  example,  respondents  from  New  York  City 
sometimes  reported  overall  New  York  City  enrollment,  and  sometimes  reported  enrollment 
for  the  individual  community  school  district.  Also,  grantees  serving  more  than  one  district 
were  requested  to  combine  enrollments  across  districts. 
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3VG 


FY93  Title  VII  Fellowship  Program^ 
Locations  of  Projects  With  Specific  Areas  of  Specialization 


The  following  report  is  based  on  a  request  by  OBEMLA  for  information  on  the  FY93  Title 
VII  Fellowship  program.  The  report  consists  of  nine  maps.  Figure  1  presents  the  location 
of  all  FY93  Title  VII  Fellowship  projects.  Fi^ares  2  through  9  present  maps  detailing  the 
location  of  Fellowship  projects  offering  particular  areas  of  specialization  for  students.  Each 
of  the  nine  maps  is  followed  by  a  listing  of  the  relevant  projects. 
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Place  of  Birth  and  Length  of  U.S.  Residence  of  LEP  Students 

by  Title  VII  Stahis 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  provide  information  on  the  place  of  birth  and  length  of 
residence  of  LEP  students  by  Title  VII  status.  The  data  used  in  this  report  come  from  the 
LEP  Descriptive  Study,  which  was  conducted  by  Development  Associates,  Inc.  The  data  are 
based  on  a  sample  of  1,835  schools;  however,  the  results  have  been  weighted  to  be  nationally 
representative. 

Table  1  presents  data  on  the  place  of  birth  and  length  of  U.S.  residence  of  LEP  students  by 
Title  VII  stahis.  The  results  indicate  that  36.4%  of  all  LEP  shidents  were  bom  in  the  United 
States.  The  differences  based  on  Title  VII  status  were  relatively  small. 

Caution  should  be  used  in  interpreting  these  results.  The  results  are  based  on  estimates 
provided  by  school  administrators,  and  not  the  examination  of  school  records.  Also,  schools 
do  not  necessarily  have  accurate  information  about  their  students'  place  of  birth.  Thus,  the 
accuracy  of  the  estimates  is  unknown. 

These  data  contrast  with  those  reported  by  McArthur  (1993)  using  the  1989  Current 
Population  Survey  (CPS)  data.  For  children  5-17  years  old  who  were  reported  to  speak 
English  less  than  "very  v/ell,"  58.6%  were  reported  to  be  bom  in  the  United  States.  The 
differences  between  the  CPS  and  school-based  figures  are  likely  to  be  due  to:  (1)  differences 
in  how  LEP  status  were  defined;  and  (2)  the  motivations  of  the  respondent  for  reporting  U.S. 
or  foreign  birth.  We  believe  that  school-based  staff  use  a  more  detailed  and  more  valid 
definition  of  LEP  status,  and  also  that  they  have  less  motivation  to  provide  a  biased  account 
of  place  of  birth.  Thus  despite  the  cautions  listed  above,  we  believe  that  the  data  in  Table 
1  provide  the  best  available  estimates. 
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Place  of  Birth  and  Length  of  U.S.  Residence  of  LEP  Students 

by  Title  VII  Status 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  provide  information  on  the  place  of  birtl^  and  length  of 
residence  of  LEP  students  by  Title  VII  status.  The  data  used  in  this  report  come  from  the 
LEP  Descriptive  Study,  which  was  conducted  by  Development  Associates,  Inc.  The  data  are 
based  on  a  sample  of  1,835  schools;  however,  the  results  have  been  weighted  to  be  nationally 
representative. 

Table  1  presents  data  on  the  place  of  birth  and  length  of  U.S.  residence  of  LEP  students  by 
Title  VII  status.  The  results  indicate  that  36.4%  of  all  LEP  students  were  bom  in  the  United 
States.  The  differences  based  on  Title  VII  status  were  relatively  small. 

Caution  should  be  used  in  interpreting  these  results.  The  results  are  based  on  estimates 
provided  by  school  administrators,  and  not  the  examination  of  school  records.  Also,  schools 
do  not  necessarily  have  accurate  information  about  their  students'  place  of  birth.  Thus,  the 
accuracy  of  the  estimates  is  unknown. 

These  data  contrast  with  those  reported  by  McArthur  (1993)  using  the  1989  Current 
Population  Survey  (CPS)  data.  For  children  5-17  years  old  who  were  reported  to  speak 
English  less  than  "very  well,"  58.6%  were  reported  to  be  bom  in  the  United  States.  The 
differences  between  the  CPS  and  school-based  figures  are  likely  to  be  due  to:  (1)  differences 
in  how  LEP  status  were  defined;  and  (2)  the  motivations  of  the  respondent  for  reporting  U.S. 
or  foreign  birth.  We  believe  that  school-based  staff  use  a  more  detailed  and  more  valid 
definition  of  LEP  status,  and  also  that  they  have  less  motivation  to  provide  a  biased  account 
of  place  of  birth.  Thus  despite  the  cautions  listed  above,  we  believe  that  the  data  in  Table 
1  provide  the  best  available  estimates. 
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Place  of  Birth  and  Length  of  U.S.  Residence  of  LEP  Students 

by  Title  VII  Status 


The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  provide  mformation  on  the  place  of  birth  and  length  of 
residence  of  LEP  students  by  Title  VII  status.  The  data  used  in  this  report  come  from  the 
LEP  Descriptive  Study,  which  was  conducted  by  Development  Associates,  Inc.  Tlie  data  are 
based  on  a  sample  of  1,835  schools;  however,  the  results  have  been  weighted  to  be  nationally 
representative. 

Table  1  presents  data  on  the  place  of  birth  and  length  of  U.S.  residence  of  LEP  students  by 
Title  VII  status.  The  results  indicate  that  36.4%  of  all  LEP  students  were  bom  in  the  United 
States.  The  differences  based  on  Title  VII  status  were  relatively  small. 

Caution  should  be  used  in  interpreting  these  results.  The  results  are  based  on  estimates 
provided  by  school  administrators,  and  not  the  examination  of  school  records.  Also,  schools 
do  not  necessarily  have  accurate  information  about  their  students'  place  of  birth.  Thus,  the 
accuracy  of  the  estimates  is  unknown. 

These  data  contrast  with  those  repoited  by  McArthur  (1993)  using  the  1989  Current 
Population  Survey  (CPS)  data.  For  children  5-17  years  old  who  were  reported  to  speak 
English  less  than  "very  well,"  58.6%  were  reported  to  be  bom  in  the  United  States,  The 
differences  between  the  CPS  and  school-based  figures  are  likely  to  be  due  to:  (1)  differences 
in  how  LEP  status  were  defined;  and  (2)  thv3  motivatiorxs  of  the  respondent  for  reporting  U.S. 
or  foreign  birth.  We  believe  that  school-based  staff  use  a  more  detailed  and  more  valid 
definition  of  LEP  status,  and  also  that  they  have  less  motivation  to  provide  a  biased  account 
of  place  of  birth.  Thus  despite  the  cautions  listed  above,  we  believe  that  the  data  in  Table 
1  provide  the  best  available  estimates. 
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Place  of  Birth  and  Length  of  U.S.  Residence  of  LEP  Students 

by  Title  VII  Status 


The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  provide  information  on  the  place  of  birth  and  length  of 
residence  of  LEP  students  by  Title  VII  status.  The  data  used  in  this  report  come  from  the 
LEP  Descriptive  Study,  which  was  conducted  by  Development  Associates,  Inc.  The  data  are 
based  on  a  sample  of  1,835  school^:  however,  the  results  have  been  weighted  to  be  nationally 
representative. 

Table  1  presents  data  on  the  place  of  birth  and  length  of  U.S.  residence  of  LEP  students  by 
Title  VII  status.  The  results  indicate  that  36.4%  of  all  LEP  students  were  bom  in  the  United 
States.  The  differences  based  on  Title  VII  status  were  relatively  small. 

Caution  should  be  used  in  interpreting  these  results.  The  results  are  based  on  estimates 
provided  by  school  administrators,  and  not  the  examination  of  school  records.  Also,  schools 
do  not  necessarily  have  accurate  information  about  their  students'  place  of  birth.  Thus,  the 
accuracy  of  the  estimates  is  unknown. 

These  data  contrast  with  those  reported  by  McArthur  (1993)  using  the  1989  Current 
Population  Survey  (CPS)  data.  For  children  5-17  years  old  who  were  reported  to  speak 
English  less  than  "very  well,"  58.6%  were  reported  to  be  bom  in  the  United  States.  The 
differences  between  the  CPS  and  school-based  figures  are  likely  to  be  due  to:  (1)  differences 
in  how  LEP  status  were  defined;  and  (2)  the  motivations  of  the  respondent  for  reporting  U.S. 
or  foreign  birth.  We  believe  that  school-based  staff  use  a  more  detailed  and  more  vaUd 
definition  of  LEP  status,  and  also  that  they  have  less  motivation  to  provide  a  biased  account 
of  place  of  birth.  Thus  despite  the  cautions  listed  above,  we  believe  that  the  data  in  Table 
1  provide  the  best  available  estimates. 
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Place  of  Birth  and  Length  of  U.S.  Residence  of  LEP  Students 

by  Title  VII  Status 


The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  provide  information  on  the  place  of  nrth  and  length  of 
residence  of  LEP  s^adents  by  Title  VII  status.  The  data  used  in  this  report  come  from  the 
LEP  Descriptive  \y,  which  was  conducted  by  Development  Associates,  Inc.  The  data  are 
based  on  a  sample  of  1,835  schools;  however,  the  results  have  been  weighted  to  be  nationally 
representative. 

Table  1  presents  data  on  the  place  of  birth  and  length  of  U.S.  residence  of  LEP  students  by 
Title  VII  status.  The  results  indicate  that  36.4%  of  all  LEP  students  were  bom  in  the  United 
States.  The  differences  based  on  Title  VII  status  were  relatively  small. 

Caution  should  be  used  in  interpreting  these  results.  The  results  are  based  on  estimates 
provided  by  school  administrators,  and  not  the  examination  of  school  records.  Also,  schools 
do  not  necessarily  have  accurate  information  about  their  students'  place  of  birth.  Thus,  the 
accuracy  of  the  estimates  is  unknown. 

These  data  contrast  with  those  reported  by  McArthur  (1993)  using  the  1989  Current 
Population  Survey  (CPS)  data.  For  children  5-17  years  old  who  were  reported  to  speak 
English  less  than  "very  well,"  58.6%  were  reported  to  be  bom  in  the  United  States.  The 
differences  between  the  CPS  and  school-based  figures  are  likely  to  be  due  to:  (1)  differences 
in  how  LEP  status  were  defined;  and  (2)  the  motivations  of  the  respondent  for  reporting  U.S. 
or  foreign  birth.  We  believe  that  school-based  staff  use  a  more  detailed  and  more  valid 
definition  of  LEP  status,  and  also  that  they  have  less  motivation  to  provide  a  biased  account 
of  place  of  birth.  Thus  despite  the  cautions  listed  above,  we  beUeve  that  the  data  in  Table 
1  provide  the  best  available  estimates. 
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FY92  Title  VII  Transitional  Bilingual  Education,  Developmental  Bilingual 
Education,  and  Special  Alternative  Instructional  Projects 
by  State  and  Program  Type 

This  report  provides  project  listings  of  FY92  Title  VII  programs  by  state  and  program  type. 
The  listings  include  projects  in  the  Transitional  Bilingual  Education!  Program  (TBE),  the 
Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program  (DBE),  and  the  Special  Alternative  Instructional 
Program  (SAIP)  only.  Projects  of  special  priority  within  respective  programs  are  also  listed 
(Magnet  School  Priority  and  Recent  Arrivals  Priority).  A  list  of  CFDA  codes  with  respective 
program  titles  and  abbreviations  is  provided  in  the  beginning  of  the  listings. 

Each  project  listing  includes  project  identification  number,  CFDA  code,  grantee  organization, 
city,  state,  and  total  obligated  funding  amount.  Projects  in  each  state  begin  on  a  new  page. 
Projects  from  the  U.S.  territories  are  listed  at  the  end  of  the  docxunent. 
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FY93  Title  VII  Transitional  Bilingual  Education,.  Developmental  Bilingual 
Education,  and  Special  Alternative  Instructional  Projects 
by  State  and  Program  Type 


This  report  provides  project  listings  of  FY93  Title  VII  programs  by  state  and  program  type. 
The  listings  include  projects  in  the  Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  (TBE),  the 
Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program  (DBE),  and  the  Special  Alternative  Instructional 
Program  (SAIP)  only.  Projects  of  special  priority  within  respective  programs  are  also  listed 
(Magnet  School  Priority,  Recent  Arrivals  Priority,  and  Math /Science  Priority).  A  list  of 
CFDA  codes  with  respective  program  titles  imd  abbreviations  is  provided  in  the  beginning 
of  the  listings. 

Each  project  listing  includes  project  identification  number,  CFDA  code,  grantee  organization, 
city,  state,  and  total  obligated  funding  amoimt.  Projects  in  each  state  begin  on  a  new  page. 
Projects  jfrom  the  U.S.  territories  are  listed  at  the  end  of  the  document. 
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Number  of  Projects  and  Funding  Amount  by  State  and  Program  Type: 
FY93  Title  VII  Part  A  and  Part  C  Programs 

The  following  report  is  based  on  a  request  from  OBEMLA  for  information  on  number  of 
projects  and  funding  amount  by  state  and  program  type  for  Title  VII  FY93  Part  A  and  Part 
C  programs.  Table  1  presents  the  number  of  projects  and  funding  amount  by  state  and 
program  type  for  Title  VII  Part  A  projects,  and  Table  2  presents  the  same  data  for  Title  VII 
Part  C  projects. 

The  following  is  a  list  of  CFDA  codes  with  re'spective  program  titles  to  be  used  in 
distinguishing  programs. 


CFDA 

93003A 

93003B 

93003C 

93003D 

93003E 

93003F 

93003G 

93003J 

93003K 

93003L 

93003M 

93003N 

93003P 
93003R 
93003S 
93003T 
93003V 


Program  Title 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program  (Magnet  Schools  Priority) 
Developmental  Bilingual  Education  Program 
Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  (Math/Science  Priority) 
Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  (Magnet  Schools  Priority) 
Academic  Excellence  Program 
Family  English  Literacy  Program 

Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  (Math /Science  Priority) 
Special  Populations  Program 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  (Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 
Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  (Recent  Arrivals  Priority) 

Educational  Personnel  Training  Program.  (Math /Science  Priority) 
Educational  Personnel  Training  Program 
Training,  Development  and  Improvement  Program 
Bilingual  Education  Fellowship  Program 
Short-Term  Training  Program 
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Notes:  Table  1 

Table  1  presents  the  number  of  projects  and  funding  amount  by  state 
and  program  for  FY93  Title  VII  Part  A  projects.  Overall,  there  were  a 
total  of  1,065  funded  Part  A  projects  in  FY93.  These  projects  received 
approximately  $149  million  in  obligated  fimding.  Of  all  states, 
California  had  the  largest  number  of  projects  (N=371)  and  received  the 
greatest  amount  of  funding  ($53.8  million).  New  York  had  the  second 
largest  number  of  projects  and  obligated  funding  (148  projects,  $22.9 
million),  followed  by  Oklahoma»(73  projects,  $8.8  million). 
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TABLE  1 

Number  of  Projects  and  Funding  Amount  by  State  and  Progra 

m  Type: 

FY93  Title  VII  Part  A  Programs 

(Source:  FY93  Title  VII  Application  Database) 

Number  of 

Obligated 

State 

CFDA 

Projects 

Amount 

Alabama 

93003A 

1 

93003E 

1 

1  "^n  QT7 

93003N 

1 

OVERALL 

3 

Alaska 

93UU3A 

z 

$237,500 

93003C 

1 

141,999 

93003D 

1 

1QQ 

93003E 

2 

1  ^  X7± 

93(303G 

1 

lO,D/  O 

93003K 

1 

ID  /  ,DT7D 

JT^T^  ATT 

OVERALL 

Q 

0 

Oil  1  "P"^  Q77 

Arizona 

93003A 

18 

a>Z,j7*X,0^/ 

93O03C 

1 

1  1 A  "^Rd 

93003D 

7 

1  07*^  Q'^A 
i,U/ J,70D 

93003E 

11 

1,029,020 

93(X)3G 

1 

193,615 

93003J 

1 

93003K 

1 

160,000 

93003L 

2 

93003M 

1 

140,000 

0\  ERALL 

43 

$5,693,851 

Arkansas 

93003D 

1 

$175,000 

OVERALL 

1 

$175,000 

continued 
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TABLE  1 
(Continued) 


State 


California 


Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 


Number  of 

Obligated 

CFDA 

Projects 

Amount 

93003A 

127 

$18,891,242 

93003C 

17 

2,768,964 

93003D 

44 

7,478,392 

93003E 

84 

9,883,355 

93003G 

7 

1,450,877 

93003J 

29 

3,836,407 

93003K 

11 

1,411,661 

93003L 

15 

2,491,189 

93003M 

24 

3,600,088 

93003N 

13 

1,940,648 

OVERALL 

371 

$53,752,823 

93003A 

6 

$886,975 

A 

93003E 

6 

628,926 

93003G 

1 

224,423 

93003J 

2 

281,479 

93003K 

1 

160,000 

93003L 

1 

151,762 

93003M 

1 

175,000 

OVERALL 

22 

$3,171,150 

93003A 

2 

$161,582 

OVERALL 

2 

$161,582 

93003D 

1 

$175,000 

OVERALL 

1 

$175,000 

continued 


TABLE  1 

(Continued) 

Number  of 

UDiigateci 

state 

v^F  LJrV 

rrojecib 

Amount 

District  of 

Z 

$30^,836 

Columbia 

93003E 

2 

207,263 

93003K 

1 

130,000 

1 

125,934 

OVERALL 

6 

$767,033 

Florida 

a 

$367,021 

L 

296,121 

9 

325,000 

93003E 

2 

248,896 

93003G 

1 

152,837 

1 

1 

159,394 

1 
i 

154,000 

93003M 

2 

OOC  AAA 

OVERALL 

15 

$2,20o,63/ 

Georgia 

93003E 

1 

$160,000 

OVERALL 

1 

$160,000 

Hawaii 

93003A 

2 

ifO  1  0  CAA 

$319,500 

93003E 

1 

1  Ai  nn^ 

93003J 

1 

94,135 

OVERALL 

4 

^0  i  /  ,00  i 

Idaho 

93003A 

2 

$234,405 

93003D 

1 

110,000 

93003E 

2 

226,635 

OVERALL 

5 

$571,040 

continued 
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TABLE  1 

(Continued) 

Number  of 

Obligated 

state 

CFDA 

Projects 

Amount 

Illinois 

6 

831,457 

93003C 

1 

214,718 

93003D 

1 

idU(J,UUU 

93003E 

14 

1,378,350 

93003G 

1 

146,601 

2 

324,899 

93003K 

3 

460,000 

93003L 

1 

296,705 

OVERALL 

29 

$3,o52,730 

Indiana 

93003A 

2 

$311,058 

OVERALL 

2 

$311,058 

Iowa 

93003A 

7 

S78o,227 

OVERALL 

7 

$788,227 

Kansas 

93003A 

2 

$319,900 

93003E 

2 

340,000 

93003K 

1 

103,486 

OVERALL 

5 

$763,386 

Kentucky 

93003A 

1 

$157,500 

93003E 

2 

229,781 

OVERALL 

3 

$387,281 

continued 
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TABLE  1 

(Continued) 

Number  of 

Ubligated 

State 

Projects 

Amount 

Louisiana 

5377,099 

93003D 

1 

125,000 

93003E 

6 

682,073 

yOKAfOr 

1 
1 

171,000 

1 
i 

185,148 

93003M 

2 

259,335 

OVERALL 

14 

$1,799,655 

Maine 

$306,d30 

1 
i 

152,784 

yoWjiZ 

a 

386,530 

i 

192,261 

93003K 

1 

110,000 

1 

157,210 

93003N 

1 

142,092 

OVERALL 

10 

51,447,407 

Maryland 

93003E 

5 

5597,298 

93003N 

1 

119,933 

OVERALL 

6 

$717,231 

Massachusetts 

93003A 

14 

J>i,7ZV,/  1/ 

93003C 

5 

820,522 

93003D 

1 

175,000 

93003E 

2 

243,036 

93003L 

2 

351,888 

OVERALL 

24 

$3,520,163 

continued 
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TABLE  1 
(Continued) 


State 


CFDA 


Number  of 
Projects 


Obligated 
Amourtt 


Michigan 


93003A 
93003B 
93003E 
93003J 
93003M 
OVERALL 


7 
1 
7 
1 
1 

17 


51,008,559 
180,000 
918,515 
154,020 
98,105 

$2,359,199 


Minnesota 


9^003A 
93003D 
OVERALL 


3 
1 
4 


$365,034 
200,000 
$565,034 


Mississippi 


93003E 
93003L 
OVERALL 


3 
1 
4 


$311,051 
162,528 
$473,579 


Missouri 


93003E 
93003J 
OVERALL 


1 
1 
2 


53,912 
141,624 
$195,536 


Montana 


93003A 
93003D 
93003E 
93003K 
93003L 
OVERALL 


11 
3 
7 
3 
1 

25 


$1,124,295 
415,913 
586,042 
325,000 
144,000 

$2,595,250 


Nebraska 


93003A 
93003E 
93003K 
93003M 
OVERALL 


1 
2 
1 
1 

5 


$163,173 
222,138 
159,573 
179,981 

$724,865 


continued 
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TABLE  1 
(Continued) 


v_rL/A 

Projects 

Amount 

Nevada 

93003K 

$146,565 

OVERALL 

$146,565 

New  Hampshire 

93003E 

1 

$146,954 

OVERALL 

1 

$146,954 

New  Jersey 

93003A 

1 

$89,976 

93003E 

1 

174,212 

OVERALL 

2 

$264,188 

New  iMexico 

93003A 

29 

$4,318,007 

93003D 

6 

975,264 

93003E 

5 

714,409 

93003L 

6 

1,025,165 

OVERALL 

46 

$7,032,845 

New  York 

93003A 

65 

$9,869,905 

93003C 

10 

1,592,393 

93003D 

17 

3,021,988 

93003E 

19 

2,549,249 

93003G 

2 

430,640 

93003J 

8 

1,107,437 

93003K 

2 

266,259 

93003L 

5 

899,709 

93003M 

15 

2,430,913 

93003N 

5 

710,000 

OVERALL 

148 

$22,878,493 

continued 


TABLE  1 
(Continued) 


State 


North  Dakota 


CFDA 


93003A 
93003D 
93003E 
OVERALL 


Number  of 
Projects 


9 
1 
1 

11 


Obligated 
Amount 


$1,180,171 
150,000 
150,000 

$1,480,171 


Ohio 


93003A 
93003E 
OVERALL 


2 
2 
4 


$222,516 
181,878 
$404,394 


Oklahoma 


93003A 
93003D 
93003E 
93003J 
93003L 
93003N 
OVERALL 


29 
14 
23 
1 
5 
1 

73 


$3,545,638 
1,768,799 
2,214,959 
99,442 
1,076,115 
142,200 
$8,847,153 


Oregoi\ 


93003A 
93003C 
93003D 
93003E 
93003J 
93003K 
OVERALL 


3 
1 
2 

11 
1 
3 

21 


$384,369 
141,651 
313,921 
1,098,219 
143,477 
370,000 
$2,451,637 


Pennsylvania 


93003B 
93003E 
93003G 
OVERALL 


1 
2 
1 
4 


$166,836 
157,161 
273,802 

$597,799 


continued 
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TABLE  1 
(Continued) 


State 


CFDA 


Number  of 
Projects 


Obligated 
Amount 


Rhode  Island 


93003E 
93003L 
•  93003N 
OVERALL 


2 
1 
1 
4 


5237,556 
191,890 
122,270 

$551,716 


South  Carolina 


93003A 
OVERALL 


$40,440 
$40,440 


South  Dakota 


93003A 
93003D 
93003E 
OVERALL 


8 
3 
1 

12 


$1,078,095 
497,000 
99,190 
$1,674,285 


Texas 


93003A 
93003C 
93003D 
93003E 
93003G 
93003J 
93003K 
93003L 
93003M 
93003N 
OVERALL 


25 
3 
10 
11 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
3 

60 


$3,243,123 
490,000 
1,654,458 
1,205,896 
289,168 
153,091 
158,943 
379,787 
245,801 
465,663 

$8,285,930 


Utah 


93003A 
93003D 
93003E 
93003F 
OVERALL 


2 
1 
2 
1 
6 


$217,137 
170,000 
198,639 
152,983 

$738,759 


continued 
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TABLE  1 


(Continued) 


State 


Virginia 


CFDA 


93003C 
93003E 
93003N 
OVERALL 


Number  of 
Projects 


I 
1 
1 
3 


Obligated 
Amount 


$132,248 
59,663 
142,200 
$334,111 


Washington 


93003A 
93003D 
93003E 
93003J 
93003N 
OVERALL 


10 
3 
3 
1 
1 

18 


$1,206,779 
502,915 
348,716 
146,416 
160,000 

$2,364,826 


Wyoming 


93003A 
93003E 
93003L 
OVERALL 


$159,819 
311,808 
157,250 

$628,877 


Guam 


Puerto  Rico 


Trust  Territories 


TOTAL 


93003J 
OVERALL 

93003A 
93003G 
OVERALL 

93003A 
93003D 
93003E 
OVERALL 


1 
1 

1 
1 
2 

1 
1 
1 
3 

1,065 


$155,787 

$143,401 
129,688 
$273,089 

$140,945 
252,000 

$479,693 

$149,257,014 


str39  dppv302  db 
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Notes:  Table  2 


Table  2  presents  the  number  of  projects  and  funding  amount  by  state 
and  program  for  FY93  Title  VII  Part  C  projects.  Overall  there  were  a 
total  of  162  funded  Part  C  projects  in  FY93.  These  projects  received 
approximately  $25  million  in  obligated  funding.  Of  all  states, 
California  had  the  largest  number  of  projects  (N=28)  and  received  the 
greatest  amount  of  funding  ($4.4  million).  Texas  had  the  second 
largest  number  of  projects  and  obligated  funding  (25  projects,  $3.6 
million),  followed  by  New  York  (19  projects,  $3.0  million). 
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TABLE  2 

Number  of  Projects  and  Funding  Amount  by  State  and  Program  Type: 

FY93  Title  VII  Part  C  Programs 

(Source:  FY93  Title  VTI  Application  Database) 

Number  of 

Obligated 

State 

CFDA 

Projects 

Amount 

Arizona 

93195P 

2 

$307,670 

93195R 

2 

325,415 

93195T 

3 

233,184 

93195V 

1 

88,383 

OVERALL 

8 

$954,652 

California 

93195P 

2 

$317,191 

93195R 

9 

1,703,000 

93195S 

1 

311,925 

93195T 

7 

1,162,532 

93195V 

9 

912,644 

OVERALL 

28 

$4,407,292 

Colorado 

93195R 

4 

$679,261 

93195S 

1 

351,000 

93195T 

1 

253,408 

93195V 

1 

106,618 

OVERALL 

7 

$1,390,287 

Connecticut 

93195P 

1 

$228,034 

93195R 

1 

105,336 

93195T 

1 

107,610 

93195V 

1 

53,017 

OVERALL 

4 

$493,997 

District  of 

93195T 

1 

$252,605 

Columbia 

93195V 

1 

157,299 

OVERALL 

2 

$409,904 

continued 
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TABLE  2 
(Continued) 


State 


CFDA 


Number  of 
Projects 


Obligated 
Amount 


Florida 


93195R 
93195T 
OVERALL 


3 
2 
5 


$566,991 
210,113 
$777,104 


Georgia 


93195P 
OVERALL 


566,023 
$66,023 


Hawaii 


93195T 
OVERALL 


$124,620 
$124,620 


Idaho 


93195P 
OVERALL 


2 
2 


$286,824 
$286,824 


Illinois 


93195P 
93195R 
93195T 
93195V 
OVERALL 


3 
2 
1 
2 
8 


$603,812 
348,036 
162,461 
213,032 
$1,327,341 


Indiana 


93195R 
OVERALL 


$247,207 
$247,207 


Louisiana 


93195V 
OVERALL 


$153,267 
$153,267 


Maryland 


93195P 
93195V 
OVERALL 


1 
2 
3 


$101,983 
203,408 
$305,391 


Massachusetts 


93195R 
93195T 
OVERALL 


1 
2 
3 


$158,933 
237,833 
$396,766 


continued 
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TABLE  2 


(Continued) 


State 


CFDA 


Number  of 
Projects 


Obligated 
Amount 


Michigan 


93195R 
93195T 
OVERALL 


2 
1 
3 


5399,275 
69,936 
$469,211 


Mirmesota 


93195P 
OVERALL 


5170,687 
$170,687 


Missouri 


93195R 
OVERALL 


$180,395 
$180,395 


Montana 


93195P 
93195R 
OVERALL 


1 
2 
3 


$163,450 
439,653 
$603,103 


Nev^  Mexico 


93195P 
93195R 
93195T 
93195V 
OVERALL 


1 
3 
2 
2 
8 


$178,419 
675,174 
217,380 
228,352 
$1,299,325 


New  York 


93195P 
93195R 
93195T 
93195V 
OVERALL 


1 

10 
6 
2 

19 


$159,183 
1,852,974 
733,600 
208,430 
$2,954,193 


continued 


TABLE  2 

(Continued) 

Number  of 

Obligated 

state 

CFDA 

Projects 

Amount 

iNorin  v_aruujria 

$134,645 

0\/TTP  ATT 

North  Dakota 

93195R 

1 

$60,000 

OVERALL 

1 

$60,000 

9j195P 

$210,587 

P3195R 

1 

257,020 

93195T 

1 

264,480 

OVERALL 

$732,087 

Ohio 

1 

OVERi\LL 

$220,000 

Oklahoma 

^3195P 

$126,648 

93195R 

I 

93195V 

68,082 

OVERALL 

3 

$263,979 

Oregon 

93195R 

1 

$170,754 

93195V 

2 

200,000 

OVERALL 

3 

$370,754 

Pennsylvania 

93195T 

2 

$240,967 

OVERALL 

2 

$240,967 

Rhode  Island 

93195R 

2 

$246,752 

93195V 

2 

192,953 

OVERALL 

4 

$439,705 

continued 
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TABLE  2 

(Continued) 

MiTTTirioi*  c\r 

Uili^ctl.CU. 

State 

CFDA 

Projects 

Amount 

Texas 

93195P 

5 

3871,981 

in 

93195T 

o 

310,676 

93195V 

4 

531,706 

OVERALL 

25 

$3,559,912 

Virginia 

93195R 

1 

$273,037 

93195S 

1 

229,371 

93195T 

1 

110,932 

OVERALL 

3 

$613,340 

Washington 

93195P 

1 

$169,095 

93195T 

1 

210,583 

93195V 

1 

137,961 

OVERALL 

3 

$517,639 

Wisconsin 

93195R 

1 

$87,971 

93195T 

1 

45,000 

OVERALL 

2 

$132,971 

Puerto  Rico 

93195P 

1 

$159,609 

93195R 

1 

146,405 

OVERALL 

2 

$306,014 

TOTAL 

162 

$24,609,602 

str3«  app9302.<lb 
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Figures  Showing  the  Place  of  Birth  and  Length  of  U.S.  Residence  of  LEP  Students 

by  Title  VII  Status 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  provide  figures  showing  data  on  the  place  of  birth  and 
length  of  residence  of  LEP  students  by  Title  VII  status.  The  data  used  in  this  report  come 
from  the  Descriptive  Study  of  Services  to  Limited  English  Proficient  Students,  a  national 
study  which  was  conducted  by  Development  Associates,  Inc.  The  data  are  based  on 
information  collected  in  1991-92  from  a  sample  of  1,835  schools;  however,  the  results  have 
been  weighted  to  be  nationally  representative. 

Figure  1  presents  overall  data  on  place  of  birth  and  length  of  residence  of  LEP  students. 
Figure  2  displays  data  on  place  of  birth  and  length  of  residence  of  LEP  students  by  Title  VII 
status. 

Caution  should  be  used  in  interpreting  these  results.  The  results  are  based  on  estimates 
provided  by  school  administrators,  and  are  not  based  on  the  examination  of  school  records. 
Also,  schools  do  not  necessarily  have  accurate  information  about  their  students'  place  of 
birth.  Thus,  the  accuracy  of  the  estimates  is  unknown. 

These  data  contrast  with  those  reported  by  McArthur  (1993)  using  the  1989  Current 
Population  Survey  (CPS)  data.  For  children  5-17  years  old  who  were  reported  in  the  C?S 
to  speak  English  less  than  'Very  well,"  58.6%  were  reported  to  be  bom  in  the  United  States, 
The  differences  between  the  CPS  and  school-based  figures  are  likely  to  be  due  to:  (1) 
differences  in  how  LEP  status  were  defined;  and  (2)  the  motivations  of  the  respondent  for 
reporting  U.S.  or  foreign  birth.  We  believe  that  school-based  staff  use  a  more  detailed  and 
more  valid  definition  of  LEP  status,  and  also  that  they  have  less  motivation  to  provide  a 
biased  account  of  place  of  birth.  Thus  despite  the  cautions  listed  above,  we  believe  that  the 
data  in  this  report  provide  the  best  available  estimates. 
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FY93  Title  VII  Listings:  State  Education  Agency  (SEA)  Grantees  and 
Part  A  Projects  by  State  and  Program  Type 


This  report  provides  listings  of  FY93  Title  VII  State  Education  Agency  grantees  and  of  FY93 
Title  VII  Part  A  projects  by  state  and  program  type.  Table  1  presents  project  listings  for 
State  Education  Agency  grantees.  Table  2  presents  project  listings  for  Title  VII  Part  A 
programs:  the  Transitional  Bilingual  Education  Program  (TBE),  the  Developmental  Bilingual 
Education  Program  (DBE),  the  Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  (SAIP),  the 
Academic  Excellence  Program,  the  Faimly  English  Literacy  Program,  and  the  Special 
Populations  Program.  Projects  within  special  priority  programs  are  also  listed  separately 
(Magnet  School  Priority,  Recent  Arrivals  Priority,  or  Math/Science  Priority).  Each  project 
is  listed  with  project  identification  number,  CFDA  code,  grantee  organization,  city,  state,  and 
total  obligated  ftmding  amount.  Projects  in  each  state  begin  on  a  new  page.  Projects  from 
the  U.S.  territories  are  listed  in  alphabetical  order  at  the  end  of  the  document. 

A  list  of  CFDA  codes  and  abbreviations  for  the  individual  Title  VII  programs  is  provided 
at  the  beginning  of  the  listings. 
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Executive  Summary 


The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  summarize  the  information  submitted  by  State  Education 
Agencies  (SEAs)  on  the  Survey  of  States'  Limited  English  Proficient  Persons  and  Available 
Educational  Services  (SEA  Survey)  for  the  1992-93  school  year. 

The  SEA  Survey  is  specifically  authorized  by  Section  7032(b)  of  the  Bilingual  Education 
Act  (20  U.S.C.  3302)  and  SEA  Program  regulations  (34  CFR  548.10).  The  explicit  purpose  of 
the  SEA  Survey  is  to  collect  information  on  the  number  of  limited  English  proficient  (LEP) 
persons  in  the  state  and  the  educational  services  provided  or  available  to  them.  The  results  of 
this  annual  data  collection  activity  are  used  to  inform  Congress  and  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Education  about  the  size  of  the  LEP  population  and  the  services  available  for  LEP  persons. 

As  a  result  of  careful  examination  and  review  of  each  SEA  Survey,  verification  of 
potential  problem  entries  with  the  SEAs,  and  machine  editing  procedures,  the  results  presented 
in  this  report  provide  an  accurate  portrayal  of  what  the  SEAs  were  reporting  in  1992-93.'  It 
should  be  noted,  however,  that  these  verification  and  editing  exercises  did  not  (and  could  not) 
address  many  of  the  concerns  raised  in  a  1991  report  to  OBEMLA  prepared  by  Atlantic 
Resources  Corporation  about  the  adequacies  of  within-state  data  collection  procedures  or  lack  of 
shared  definitions  across  SEAs,  either  of  which  could  lead  to  substantial  inaccuracies. 

Enrollment  of  LEP  Students 

The  number  of  LEP  students  enrolled  in  public  and  nonpublic  schools  continued  to 
increase  in  1992-93.  The  2,736,000  LEP  students  in  1992-93  represent  an  increase  of  over 
300,000  students  compared  to  the  prior  year,  and  over  one  million  more  LEP  students  in 


'Surveys  were  received  from  47  states,  the  District  of  Columbiai  American  Samoa,  the  Northern  Marianas,  Palau, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  Pennsylvania,  Virginia,  West  Virginia,  Guam,  and  Micronesia  did  not 
participate  in  the  SEA  program,  while  Arkansas  initially  participated  in  FY  1992  but  was  not  required  to  file  a 
Survey  until  FY  1993.  Unless  otherwise  noted  "state"  refers  to  states,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  territories. 
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comparison  to  data  reported  for  1986-87,  just  six  years  earlier.  As  of  1992-93,  LEP  students 
comprised  7  percent  of  the  public  school  enrollment  of  students  in  grades  K-12. 

California  enrolls  the  largest  number  of  LEP  students,  1,152,000.  More  than  one  in  five 
of  the  public  school  students  in  the  state  are  LEP,  and  the  state  accounts  by  itself  for  about  45 
percent  of  the  nation's  LEP  students.  New  Mexico  identifies  30  percent  of  its  public  school 
students  as  LEP  students;  Alaska,  Arizona,  and  Texas  each  identify  about  10  percent;  and  9  other 
states  identify  between  5  and  7  percent  of  their  public  school  students  as  LEP. 

Educational  Condition  of  LEP  Students 

Lack  of  full  response  by  the  SEAs  to  the  SEA  Survey  makes  it  difficult  to  generate  a 
national  picture  of  the  educational  condition  of  LEP  students.  SEAs  reportedly  face  substantial 
problems  in  obtaining  data  on  student  performance  classified  by  LEP  status,  and  such  indicators 
of  educational  condition  as  the  number  of  dropouts  also  generate  definitional  problems  within  and 
across  states. 

Thirty-one  SEAs,  which  enroll  a  total  of  470,598  LEP  students,  indicated  that  10,685  LEP 
students,  which  is  about  2.3  percent  of  their  LEP  students,  were  retained  in  grade  during  1992-93; 
37  SEAs,  enrolling  710,535  LEP  students,  reported  10,858  LEP  students,  or  about  1.5  percent 
of  their  states'  LEP  students,  dropped  out  during  that  year. 

Data  about  the  performance  of  LEP  students  on  tests  covering  academic  areas  are 
particularly  questionable  because  information  is  provided  only  about  the  number  of  LEP  students 
who  score  below  state  norms.  The  total  number  of  LEP  students  tested,  the  total  number  eligible 
for  testing  but  who  were  not  tested,  and  other  contextual  data  (such  as  the  basis  of  the  state  norm 
for  those  reporting)  that  are  needed  to  interpret  the  number  of  students  reported  are  not  available. 
Results  for  reading  are  provided  by  33  SEAs,  for  mathematics  by  30  SEAs,  for  science  by  17 
SEAs,  and  for  social  studies  by  14  SEAs.  Those  SEAs  reported  about  313,000  LEP  students 
scored  below  state  norms  in  reading,  about  226,000  in  mathematics,  and  both  science  and  social 
studies  saw  about  82,000  scoring  below  state  norms. 
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Identifying  LEP  Students 

Who  is  identified  as  a  LEP  student  depends  on  the  definition  of  limited  English 
proficiency  and  the  method  used  for  assessment.  Most  of  the  47  SEAs  that  reported  a  definition 
of  LEP  based  it  on  a  combination  of  a  non-English  language  background  and  difficulties  with 
speaking,  reading,  writing,  and/or  understanding  English.  This  is  not  surprising  since  those 
criteria  are  at  the  heart  of  the  federal  definition  of  limited  English  proficiency.  Non-English 
background  is  cited  by  48  SEAs,  and  problems  with  speaking,  reading,  writing,  and/or 
understanding  English  are  reported  to  be  part  of  the  definition  of  LEP  status  in  33  states.  In  1 1 
states,  the  SEA  reported  that  defining  LEP  students  was  a  local  educational  agency  level  concern. 

All  53  SEAs  that  provided  information  about  the  tests  and  other  methods  used  to  identify 
LEP  students  in  their  states  indicated  that  multiple  methods  were  used;  with  a  range  from  3  to 
12  for  the  12  methods  listed  on  the  SEA  Survey.  More  specifically,  50  SEAs  used  language 
proficiency  tests  and  home  language  surveys,  46  used  information  from  parents,  44  used  teacher 
observation,  42  used  student  records,  and  40  or  fewer  SEAs  used  one  of  the  7  other  methods 
listed  on  the  SEA  Survey. 

Educational  Programs  for  LEP  Students 

Over  2.1  million  LEP  students  attending  public  or  nonpublic  schools  were  reported  lo  be 
enrolled  in  special  programs  during  the  1992-93  school  year  designed  to  meet  their  educational 
needs.  Among  public  school  students,  78.9  percent  were  enrolled  in  special  programs,  and  24.3 
percent  of  nonpublic  LEP  students  were  enrolled  in  special  programs. 

The  largest  proportions  of  LEP  students  were  served  in  state  and  local  programs,  with 
those  programs  reportedly  serving  49  percent  of  all  LEP  students.  Among  federal  programs, 
Chapter  1  enrolled  about  26  percent  of  LEP  students,  special  education  enrolled  about  6  percent, 
and  the  Chapter  1  Migrant  Education  Program  enrolled  about  8  percent.  The  State  Survey  data 
suggest  that  the  federal  Title  VII  bilingual  education  programs  enrolled  about  333,000  LEP 
students.  State  and  local  bilingual  education  programs  were  reported  to  enroll  1,330,000  students, 
and  ESL-only  programs  enrolled  751,000  LEP  students.  The  SEAs  reported  that  460,000  public 
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K-12  students,  about  17  percent  of  public  LEP  students,  were  not  enrolled  in  programs  to  meet 
their  special  educational  needs  during  1992-93. 
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Introduction 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  summarize  the  information  submitted  by  State  Education 
Agencies  (SEAs)  on  the  Survey  of  States'  Limited  English  Proficient  Persons  and  Available 
Educational  Services  (SEA  Survey)  for  the  1992-93  school  year.  Data  from  earlier  years'  surveys 
are  included  as  appropriate. 

Submitting  the  SEA  Survey  is  required  of  all  SEAs  participating  in  the  State  Education 
Agency  Program  of  the  Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Languages  Affairs 
(OBEMLA),  U.S.  Department  of  Education  (ED).  The  State  Education  Agency  Program  (SEA 
Program)  is  authorized  by  Part  B,  Title  VII  (Bilingual  Education  Act),  Augustus  F.  Hawkins- 
Robert  T.  Stafford  Elementary  and  Secondary  School  Improvement  Amendments  of  1988,  P.L. 
100-297. 

Part  B  of  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  provides  for  data  collection,  evaluation,  and 
research  activities.  Funds  shall  be  used  for— 

( 1)  collecting  data  on  the  number  of  limited  English  proficient  persons 
and  the  services  available  to  such  persons, 

(2)  evaluating  the  operation  and  effectiveness  of  programs  assisted 
under  this  subchapter, 

(3)  conducting  research  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  bilingual 
education  programs,  and 

(4)  collecting,  analyzing,  and  disseminating  data  and  information  on 
bilingual  education  (section  3301). 

The  SEA  Survey  is  one  of  the  primary  methods  used  to  address  thes  j  points,  and  it  is 
specifically  authorized  by  Section  7032(b)  of  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  (20  U.S.C.  3302)  and 
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SEA  Program  regulations  (34  CFR  548. 10).  The  explicit  purpose  of  the  SEA  Survey  is  to  collect 
information  on  the  number  of  iirndted  English  proficient  (LEP)  persons  in  the  states  and  the 
educational  services  provided  or  available  to  them.  The  results  of  this  annual  data  collection 
activity  are  used  to  inform  Congress  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  about  the  size  of  the 
LEP  population  and  the  services  available  for  LEP  persons." 

Data  requirements  on  the  SEA  Survey  are  focused  on  meeting  the  legislative  mandate. 
SEAs  must  report  the  number  of  students  and  the  number  of  LEP  students  separately  for  public 
and  nonpublic  schools.  Other  data  for  which  the  SEAs  are  responsible  for  collecting  and 
reporting  include:  the  methods  used  by  their  local  educational  agencies  to  determine  limited 
English  proficiency;  educational  condition  of  LEP  students  in  terms  of  grade  retention  and 
dropout  rates  and  relative  achievement  status  of  LEP  students  in  math,  science,  reading,  and  other 
subject's;  and  the  number  of  LEP  students  enrolled  in  special  federal  or  state/local  programs.  The 
SEA  Survey  form  also  provides  an  opportunity  for  SEAs  to  provide  explanations  for  wide  (i.e., 
more  than  10  percent)  fluctuations  in  LEP  enrollment  compared  to  the  prior  school  year.  The 
1992-93  SEA  Survey  Form  is  presented  in  Appendix  D. 

SEA  Program 

ED  provides  funds  to  the  SEAs  to  assist  them  in  carrying  out  the  data  collection, 
aggregation,  analysis,  and  reporting  of  the  data  required  in  the  SEA  Survey.  In  addition,  other 
activities  can  be  carried 'out  as  long  as  the  federal  assistance  supplements  and,  to  the  extent 
possible,  increases  the  level  of  funds  available  for  these  activities.  Other  authorized  activities 
may  include: 

(1)      the  planning  and  development  of  educational  programs  such  as 
those  assisted  under  [the  Bilingual  Education  Act]; 
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(2)  the  review  and  evaluation  of  programs  of  bilingual  education, 
including  bilingual  education  programs  that  are  not  funded  under 
[the  Bilingual  Education  Act]; 

(3)  the  provision,  coordination,  or  supervision  of  technical  and  other 
forms  of  nonfinancial  assistance  to  local  educational  agencies, 
community  organizations,  and  private  elementary  and  secondary 
schools  that  serve  limited  English  proficient  persons; 

(4)  the  development  and  administration  of  instruments  and  procedures 
for  the  assessment  of  the  educational  needs  and  competencies  of 
persons  of  limited  English  proficiency; 

(5)  the  training  of  stale  and  local  educational  agency  staff  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  [the  Bilingual  Education  Act];  and 

(6)  other  activities  and  services  designed  to  build  the  capacity  of  state 
and  local  educational  agencies  to  serve  the  educational  needs  of 
persons  of  limited  English  proficiency  (section  3302(c)). 


SEA  Program  Funding 

The  SEA  Program  was  originally  authorized  as  part  of  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  during 
reauthorization  of  the  Act  in  1974.  The  amount  of  the  SEA  Program  grant  award  for  an 
individual  SEA  is  based  on  the  amount  received  by  Local  Education  Agencies  (LEAs)  with  the 
provisions  that  no  SEA  can  receive  more  than  5  percent  of  that  amount,  on  one  hand,  or  less  than 
$75,000  ($50,000  in  FY  1988)  on  the  other.  The  total  amount  awarded  in  the  1988-1993  period 
has  ranged  from  about  $5.0  million  in  FY  1988  to  about  $6.9  nruUion  in  FY  1993.  Most  SEAs 
(e.g.,  42  of  the  53  SEA  grant  recipients  in  FY  1993)  receive  the  minimum  award.  Table  1.1 
presents  the  amounts  awarded  to  each  participating  SEA  since  FY  1988. 


ERIC 


Report  on  SEA  Survey:  1992-93   Page  3 

83G 


Table  1.1 


Title  VIL  Part  B,  Funding  to  State  Educational  Agencies  (SEAs) 

Award  Amounts  by  Fiscal  Year 

SEA 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Alabama 

-- 

75.000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

Alaska 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

Arizona 

1 19,345 

176,565 

164.718 

188.896 

209,632 

196,477 

Arkansas 

** 

— 

-- 

75,000 

75,000 

California 

1,155,982 

1.181.902 

1.122.895 

1,445,012  1 

.631,542 

1,647,769 

Colorado 

51,567 

75,000 

75.000 

75.000 

75,000 

85,009 

Connecticut 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

Delaware 

50,000 

75.000 

75.000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

District  of  Columbia 

50,000 

75  000 

75.000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

Florida 

99,642 

94,039 

75.000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

Georgia 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Hawaii 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Idaho 

50,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

Illinois 

106,257 

101,484 

84.933 

1 16.585 

1 1 1,536 

104,280 

Indiana 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Iowa 

50,000 

65,583 

75.000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

Kansas 

50,000 

^^6,996 

75.000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

Kentucky 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

AAA 

Louisiana 

69,226 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Maine 

50.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

AAA 

Maryland 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Massachusetts 

101J88 

88,379 

75.000 

93,910 

124,597 

113,947 

Michigan 

161,908 

107,971 

87,075 

84,327 

86,339 

90,1 17 

Minnesota 

50,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Mississiooi 

51,433 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

ntl  AAA 

75,000 

Missouri 

50,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Montana 

50,200 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Nebraska 

50,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Nevada 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

nc  AAA 

75,000 

New  Hampshire 

50,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

AAA 

New  Jersey 

57,790 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

New  Mexico 

156,921 

174,134 

177.426 

193,943 

207,009 

200,926 

New  York 

704,233 

670,725 

559,448 

666,197 

694,788 

771 ,37o 

North  Carolina 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

North  Dakota 

53,760 

75,000 

75.000 

/j,UUU 

n  C  AAA 

AAA 

Ohio 

51,443 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Oklahoma 

92,533 

117,621 

142.919 

173,247 

231,878 

254,507 

Oregon 

50,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

nc  AAA 

Pennsylvania 

— 

Rhode  Island 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

South  Carolina 

- 

— 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

South  Dakota 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Tennessee 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

nc  AAA 

75,000 

AAA 

Texas 

1 17,624 

244,468 

205.602 

263,196 

2J4,J  /  J 

Zj4,j  /  j 

Utah 

50,000 

75.000 

75.000 

75,000 

75.000 

AAA 
/j,UUU 

Vermont 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Virginia 

- 

- 

— 

Washington 

83,330 

75.000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

West  Virginia 

■* 

75.000 

70.400 

£.f\  AAA 

60,000 

Wisconsin 

50,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

TC  AAA 

Wyoming 

50,000 

50.000 

59,584 

62,585 

65,744 

/j,y5  / 

American  Samoa 

50,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

F.S.  Micronesia 

50,000 

- 

- 

— 

— 

*" 

Guam 

50,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

-- 

Northern  Marianas 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

nc  AAA 

75,000 

Palau 

50,000 

75,000 

59.584 

75,000 

nc  /'\AA 
/j.UUU 

/  J,UUU 

Puerto  Rico 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

U.S.  Virein  Islands 

50,000 

75,000 

75.000 

75,000 

75,000 

75,000 

Overall  Total 

4,984,992 

6.065,167 

5,899,584 

6,497,898 

6,822,740 

6,922,942 

Source:    1988,  1989,  1990:  OBEMLA  (1991),  p.  28;  1991,  1992,  1993:  GCMS  File 
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In  recent  years,  SEA  participation  in  the  program  has  been  high,  but  not  universal.  In 
both  FY  1988  and  FY  1989,  52  SEAs  participated;  54  participated  in  FY  1990,  For  FY  1991, 
1992,  and  1993,  53  of  57-^SEAs  participated.  Two  SEAs  -  Pennsylvania  and  Virginia  -  have 
not  participated  during  the  1988-1993  period  at  all.  Arkansas'  initial  participation  came  in  FY 
1992;*  The  only  other  nonparticipating  SEAs  during  this  five-year  period  have  been  Alabama 
and  South  Carolina  (1988  and  1989)  and  West  Virginia  (1988,  1992,  and  1993). 

Data  Limitations 

In  1990,  OBEMLA  contracted  with  Atlantic  Resources  Corporation  (ARC)  to  assess  the 
quality  of  data  submitted  by  the  SEAs.  That  study,  entitled  An  Analysis  of  Title  VII  State 
Educational  Agency  Grant  Report  Requirements,  uncovered  problems  in  the  collection  and 
reporting  of  the  data  and  made  several  suggestions  for  changes  in  procedures  at  the  SEA  and 
OBEMLA  levels  to  improve  data  quality.^  OBEMLA  acted  on  these  recommendations  by 
developing  a  new  reporting  form  and  providing  training  to  SEA  personnel  to  ensure  that  those 
completing  the  forms  agreed  upon  procedures  and  definitions.  The  new  form  went  into  effect 
for  the  1991-92  school  year,  so  some  of  the  data  from  that  year  have  no  direct  match  to  prior 
years  because  of  item  clarifications  and  other  changes.^ 

In  preparing  this  report  on  data  for  the  1992-93  school  year,  each  SEA  survey  was  closely 
examined  to  ensure  that  entries  were  logical  and  appropriate.  (A  full  description  of  these 
procedures  is  provided  in  Appendix  A.)  When  data  were  missing,  illogical,  or  inappropriate,  the 
SEA  official  responsible  for  submitting  the  SEA  Survey  was  contacted,  the  potential  problem  was 

'F.S.  Micronesia  became  independent  in  1991. 

■^Because  FY  1992  was  the  first  year  of  funding  for  Arkansas,  the  state  was  not  required  to  submit  a  SEA  Survey 
until  the  1992-93  reporting  period. 

^The  findings  and  recommendations  were  presented  to  OBEMLA  in  199 K  and  OBEMLA  summarized  them  in 
the  Condition  of  Bilingual  Education,  June  30,  1991. 

^'As  an  example  of  a  data  request  that  has  been  clarified,  new  directions  state  that  the  number  of  LEP  students 
enrolled  in  programs  to  meet  their  educational  needs  (item  I,  A,  3)  added  to  the  number  of  LEP  students  not  enrolled 
in  such  programs  but  who  could  benefit  from  participation  (item  I,  A,  5)  should  sum  to  the  total  number  of  LEP 
students  in  the  state  reported  in  item  I,  A,  2.  In  years  past,  according  to  the  ARC  analysis,  most  SEAs  interpreted 
this  series  of  items  quite  differently  and,  therefore,  provided  non-equivalent  data. 
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described,  and  the  SEA  was  provided  the  opportunity  to  change  its  entry.  Problems  that  involved 
errors  in  arithmetic  were  corrected  as  a  step  in  data  entry,  and  they  were  called  to  the  attention 
of  OBEiMLA. 

As  a  result  of  the  close  examination  of  each  SEA  Survey,  verification  of  potential  problem 
entries  with  the  SEAs,  and  machine  editing  procedures,  the  results  presented  in  this  report 
provide  an  accurate  portrayal  of  what  the  SEAs  were  reporting  in  1992-93.  It  should  be  noted, 
however,  that  these  verification  and  editing  exercises  did  not  (and  could  not)  address  many  of 
the  concerns  raised  in  the  ARC  report  about  the  adequacies  of  within-state  data  collection 
procedures  or  lack  of  shared  definitions  across  SEAs,  either  of  which  could  lead  to  substantial 
inaccuracies.^ 

This  report  also  presents  some  data  from  earlier  SEA  Surveys.  As  noted,  the  form  was 
changed  between  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  reporting  periods,  therefore,  trend  analyses  on  some 
items  can  not  be  conducted.  Further,  it  was  not  possible  to  verify  potentially  problematic  entries 
on  the  earlier  form  with  SEA  officials,  so  the  only  adjustments  made  to  the  1990-91  data  involve 
correcting  arithmetic  error  or  correcting  for  obvious  misunderstandings  of  the  respondents  (such 
as  adding  the  sum  of  all  Title  VII  participants  to  the  number  of  participants  in  each  Title  VII 
program,  which  results  in  a  duplicated  count). 

Structure  of  the  Report 

The  balance  of  this  report  is  presented  in  five  sections.  The  first  section  highlights 
national  data  about  the  numbers  of  LEP  students  in  grades  K-12  identified  by  the  SEAs.  The 
second  section  describes  the  educational  condition  of  LEP  students  in  terms  of  retention  rates, 
dropout  rates,  and  levels  of  academic  achievement.  The  procedures  used  to  identify  LEP  students 
are  the  focus  of  the  third  section,  with  particular  attention  paid  to  differences  in  definitions  of 

'As  an  example,  the  ARC  report  indicated  that  many  SEA  officials  felt  that  the  process  of  obtaining  data  on 
private  school  enrollments  of  LEP  students  is  not  improving  or  improvable;  ARC  concluded  "[t]hat  the  number  of 
LEP  students  reported  by  the  SEAs  in  private  schools  gives  a  false  impression  of  accuracy  and  completeness  where 
such  is  not  the  case"  (1991,  p.  4-26).  As  a  result,  OBEMLA  now  requires  that  public  and  nonpublic  LEP  student 
counts  be  reported  separately.  In  1992-93,  all  53  responding  SEAs  reported  public  school  LEP  enrollments,  but  only 
36  reported  counts  for  nonpublic  schools. 
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LEP  status  across  states.  The  fourth  section  indicates  how  many  LEP  students  are  receiving 
special  program  services  and  provides  a  summary  of  the  programs  available  to  LEP  students. 
The  final  section  includes  discussions  of  findings  and  their  implications,  with  an  emphasis  on 
data  limitations.  Three  appendices  are  included:  Appendix  A  is  a  summary  of  the  methods  used 
to  compile,  review,  and  verify  the  SEA  Survey  data  used  in  this  report;  Appendix  B  includes 
supplementary  tables,  by  SEA,  for  all  data  summarized  in  the  body  of  the  report;  Appendix  C 
contains  Data  Notes;  and.  Appendix  D  contains  a  sample  SEA  Survey  Form  for  1992-93. 
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Enrollment  of  LEP  Students 

SEAs  in  the  U.S.  and  territories  reported  that  2,736,000  LEP  students  were  enrolled  in 
public  or  nonpublic  elementary  or  secondary  schools  during  the  1992-93  school  year.^  This 
count  is  over  300,000  larger  (13  percent)  than  the  number  reported  for  1991-92  and  reflects  an 
upward  trend  over  the  past  several  years,  as  illustrated  by  Figure  2.1.  Since  1985-86,  yearly 
increases  in  the  number  LEP  students  have  ranged  from  a  low  of  3.6  percent  from  1989-90  to 
1990-91  to  a  high  of  17.5  percent  from  1987-88  to  1988-89.  The  average  yearly  increase  in 
number  of  LEP  students  during  this  period  was  9.2  percent. 

Figure  2.1 

Trends  in  Enrollment  of  LEP  Students, 
1985-86  to1 992-93 

Number  of  Students 
3.000.000 

2.500.000 

2.000,000 

1.500,000 

1.000.000 

500.000 

0 

1 985-86     1 986-87     1 987-88     1 988-89     1 989-90     1 990-9 1      1 99 1  -92     1 992-93 

Year 

Source:     1985-8C,  1986-87.  and  1987-88.  ARC  (1991) 
1 96d-89  and  1 989-90,  OBEMLA  ( *  991 ) 
1990-91  to  1992-93.  SEA  Sun/eyj* 


**This  reported  count  is  not  a  national  count  of  LEP  students  for  several  reasons.  First,  several  SEAs  do  not 
participate  in  the  SEA  Program  or  the  SEA  Survey,  and  we  can  assume  there  are  LEP  students  who  reside  in  those 
states.  Second,  it  is  likely  that  some  LEP  students  are  not  counted  in  some  of  the  states  simply  because  they  are 
missed.  Third,  in  previous  years,  according  to  the  ARC  report,  SEA  officials  conceded  that  nonpublic  school  LEP 
students  were  probably  undercounted.  Fourth,  the  definition  of  LEP  students  varies  across  SEAs  such  that  children 
counted  in  one  state  may  not  be  considered  as  LEP  and  therefore  not  be  counted  if  they  moved  to  another  state. 
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From  1990-91  -  the  first  year  that  comparable  SEA  Survey  data  were  available  -  to 
1992-93,  .the  number  of  LEP  students  increased  by  23  percent.  Eight  SEAs  reported  increases 
in  LEP  student  enrollment  of  over  50  percent.  Twenty-three  SEAs  reported  increases  of  more 
than  20  percent  from  the  LEP  1990-91  enrollment  figures.  From  1991-92  to  1992-93,  40  SEAs 
reported  an  increase  in  LEP  enrollment,  10  of  which  reported  increases  of  20  percent  of  more. 
(Table  2.1) 

Out  of  the  44,445,000  total  public  and  nonpublic  students  reported  by  the  SEAs  in 
1992-93,  2,736,000  (6  percent)  were  LEP.  LEP  students  constituted  almost  7  percent  of  public 
student  enrollment,  while  LEP  students  comprised  only  slightly  more  than  1  percent  of  nonpubhc 
students.  (Table  2.2)  ♦ 

As  shown  in  Figure  2.2,  the  western  and  southwestern  states  generally  have  higher 
proportions  of  LEP  students  than  do  states  in  other  regions  of  the  country.  California  and  New 
Mexico  had  the  highest  proportions  of  LEP  students,  with  20.0  and  26.9  percent,  respectively, 
of  their  total  enrollments  identified  as  LEP.  Three  states;  Arizona,  Alaska,  and  Texas;  reported 
LEP  student  enrollments  of  approximately  10  percent  of  their  total  enrollments.  About  one  half 
reported  LEP  enrollments  of  3  percent  or  less  of  their  total  student  enrollments,  and  seventeen 
of  these  states  reported  proportions  of  less  than  one  percent. 

For  the  1992-93  school  year,  California  reported  by  far  the  largest  number  of  LEP 
students  (1,152,000).  In  fact,  LEP  students  enrolled  in  schools  in  California  account  for  about 
45  percent  of  the  U.S.  total  LEP  student  enrollment.  Texas  had  the  second  largest  number  of 
LEP  students  with  345,000,  and  ..ew  York  had  the  third  largest  with  195,000.  (Table  2.1  and 
Bl) 
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TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  LEP  STUDENTS  IDENTIFIED:  1990-91, 1991-92,  and  1992-93 


Statt 

199(^91 

1991»92 

1992«93 

N  Changaa/ 

%  Chan9a  a/ 

N  Changaa/ 

%  Change  a/ 

91*92  to  92*93 

91*92  to  92-93 

90-91  to  92-93 

90-91  to  92-93 

Atabama 

1.052 

1.671 

2.332 

661 

39.6 

1.280 

121.7 

Alaska 

11.184 

12,056 

13.489 

1.433. 

11.9 

2,305 

20.6 

Arizona 

65.727 

75.941 

83.643 

7.702 

10.1 

17,916 

27.3 

Arkansas 

2.000 

b/ 

3,423 

1,423 

71.2 

California 

986,462 

1 .078,705 

1,151,819 

73.114 

*  6.8 

1 65,357 

16.8 

Colorado 

17.187 

25,025 

24.876 

-149 

-0.6 

7.689 

44.7 

Connecticut 

16.988 

16.703 

17.637 

934 

G.6 

649 

3.8 

Delaware 

1.969 

2,086 

1.847 

-239 

-11.5 

-122 

-6.2 

District  of  Columbia 

3.359 

3,555 

5.132 

1.577 

44.4 

1,773 

52.8 

Florida 

83,937 

97.288 

130J31 

32.843 

33.8 

46,194 

55.0 

Georgia 

6.921 

7.955 

10.043 

2.088 

26.2 

3,122 

45.1 

Hawaii 

9.730 

10.433 

11.251 

818 

7.8 

1,521 

15.6 

Idaho 

3.986 

4.980 

4.616 

-364 

-7.3 

630 

15.8 

Illinois 

79,291 

87.178 

94.471 

7.293 

8.4 

15,180 

19.1 

Indiana 

4.670 

4.822 

5.017 

195 

4.0 

347 

7.4 

Iowa 

3,705 

4.417 

4.556 

139 

3.1 

851 

23.0 

Kansas 

4.661 

6.180 

6.900 

720 

11.7 

2,239 

48.0 

Kentucky 

b/ 

1.544 

1.738 

194 

12.6 

Louisiana 

8.345 

9,040 

5,890 

-3.150 

-34.8 

-2.455 

-29.4 

Maine 

1.983 

1.770 

1.820 

.  50 

2.8 

-163 

-8.2 

Maryland 

12.701 

12,580 

12.719 

139 

1.1 

18 

n  1 

Massachusetts 

42.606 

42.912 

45,405 

2,493 

5.8 

2.799 

6  6 

MKhigan 

37.112 

36.720 

37.272 

552 

1.5 

160 

Minnesota 

13,204 

1 5.769 

17.979 

2,210 

14.0 

4.775 

36.2 

Mississippi 

2,753 

3.058 

3.222 

164 

5.4 

469 

17.0 

Missouri 

3.815 

4.350 

4.365 

15 

1  *♦.*♦ 

Montana 

6,635 

6.824 

7.817 

993 

14.6 

1.182 

17.8 

Nebraska 

1.257 

1.856 

2,623 

767 

41.3 

1.366 

108.7 

Nevada 

9,057 

10.735 

12.040 

1.305 

12.2 

2,983 

32.9 

New  Hampshire 

1,146 

1.135 

1.004 

-131 

-11.5 

-142 

-12.4 

New  Jersey 

50.770 

47.515 

49.627 

2.112 

4.4 

-1,143 

-2.3 

New  Mexico 

73.505 

64.307 

83.771 

19.464 

30.3 

10,266 

14.0 

NewYoric 

168.208 

184.857 

194.593 

9.736 

5.3 

26,385 

15.7 

North  Carolina 

6.030 

7.026 

8.900 

1.874 

26.7 

2,870 

47.6 

North  Dakota 

7,187 

9.579 

8.652 

-927 

-9.7 

1,465 

20.4 

Ohio 

8.992 

11.172 

11.125 

-47 

-0.4 

2,133 

23.7 

Oklahoma 

15.860 

17.705 

19.714 

2.009 

11.3 

3.854 

24.3 

Oregon  d 

7.557 

12,605 

16.359 

3.754 

29.8 

8.802 

116.5 

Pennsylvania 

b/ 

b/ 

bl 

Rhode  Island 

7,632 

8.142 

8.350 

208 

2.6 

718 

9.4 

South  Carolina 

b/ 

1.466 

1.594 

128 

8.7 

South  Dakota 

6.691 

8.961 

8.197 

-764 

-8.5 

1.506 

22.5 

Tennessee 

3,660 

2.636 

2.770 

134 

5.1 

-890 

-24.3 

Texas 

313.234 

331.869 

344.915 

13.046 

3.9 

31,681 

10.1 

Utah 

14.860 

23  598 

^\Jf  www 

24,447 

849 

Vermont 

500 

580 

723 

143 

24.7 

AA 

Virginia 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Washington 

28.646 

34,314 

32,858 

-1,456 

7 

West  Virginia 

231 

IV 

b/ 

Wisconsin 

14.648 

15,159 

14.788 

-371 

-2.4 

140 

1.0 

Wyoming 

1.919 

1.996 

2.027 

31 

1.6 

108 

5.6 

iTotal  U.S.  and  D.C. 

2,173.573 

2.370.775 

2.558.487 

187,712 

7.9 

384,914 

17.71 

Amerfcan  Samoa 

11.842 

11.788 

13,972 

2,184 

18.5 

2.130 

18.0 

Guam 

2.309 

b/ 

b/ 

-100.0 

Northern  Marianas 

7.568 

8.307 

9.564 

1.257 

15.1 

1,996 

26.4 

Palau 

3,486 

2.823 

2.823 

0 

0.0 

-663 

-19.0 

Puerto  Rteo  61 

33.722 

34.619 

149.824 

115,205 

332.8 

116,102 

344.3 

Virgin  Islands 

hi 

2.400 

1.282 

-1.118 

-46.6 

iTotal  U.S..  D.C.  and  Territories 

2.232.500 

2.430,712 

2.735.952 

305.240 

12.6 

503.452 

22.61 

Source:  06EMLA  SEA  Surveys 
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Table  2.2 


Number  and  Percentage  of  Public  and  Nonpublic  School  Students 
Who  are  Limited  English  Proficient 
1992-93 


Type  of  Student 

1  otai  enrollment 

iNumDer  or 
LEP  Students 

Percent  LEP 

Total  U.S  and  D.C. 

Public  School  Students 

39,636,634 

2,507,776 

6.3 

Nonpublic  School  Students 

3,996,704 

50,711 

1.3 

Total  Students 

43,633,338 

2,558,487 

5.9 

Total  U.S.,  D.C.  and  Territories 

Public  School  Students 

40,319,496 

2,681,130 

6.6 

Nonpublic  School  Students 

4,125,443 

54,822 

1.3 

Total  Students 

44,444,939 

2,735,952 

6.2 
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Figure  2.2 

Percent  LEP  Enrollment  by  State,  1992-93 


Note:    The  District  of  Columbia  has  5.7  percent  LEP  enrollment  and  Puerto  Rico 
has  19.9  percent  LSP  enrollment.  Data  for  Oregon  are  estimates. 


Key: 

□ 

Data  not 
reported 

Less  than  2% 

■ 

2%  to  less  than  5% 

■ 

5%  or  greater 
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Educational  Condition  of  LEP  Students 

The  Bilingual  Education  Act  calls  for  grant  recipients  to  report  data  on  "evidence  of  the 
educational  condition  of  the  limited  English  proficient  students,  such  as  reading,  matheniatics, 
and  subject  matter  test  scores,  and,  where  available,  data  on  grade  retention  rates  and  student 
dropout  rates"  (section  7021(c)(2)(c)(iii)).  Providing  these  data  has  long  been  a  problem  for 
SEAs;  according  to  the  ARC  analysis,  these  items  generally  have  had  the  lowest  response  rates. 
For  the  years  that  ARC  analyzed,  SEA  response  rates  to  the  questions  about  dropout  and 
retention  rates  were  less  than  50  percent.  At  the  same  time,  however  ARCs  survey  results 
indicated  all  SEA  Title  VII  offices  collected  these  data.  The  SEA  respondents  to  the  ARC  survey 
also  rated  these  data  as  being  of  the  poorest  quality  of  any  of  the  SEA  Survey  data  elements, 
ARC  concluded  their  analysis  of  the  educational  condition  items  as  follows:  "Ta]s  currently 
reported  the  data  appear  to  be  incomplete,  difficult  to  aggregate  or  interpret,  and  potentially 
misleading"  (ARC,  1991,  pp.  4-29,  4-30). 

For  the  1992-93  SEA  Survey,  low  response  rates  continue  to  be  a  concern,  with  37  SEAs 
providing  data  on  dropouts,  31  on  retention,  and  33  on  test  performance.  Lack  of  full  response 
by  the  SEAs  to  the  SEA  Survey  makes  it  difficult  to  generate  a  national  picture  of  the 
educational  condition  of  LEP  students.  SEAs  reportedly  face  substantial  problems  in  obtaining 
data  on  student  performance  classified  by  LEP  status,  and  such  indicators  of  educational 
condition  as  the  number  of  dropouts  also  generate  definitional  problems  within  and  across  states. 
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Retention  and  Dropout  Rates^ 

Table  3.1  presents  a  summary  across  responding  SEAs  of  the  number  and  percentage  of 
LEP  students  who  were  retained  or  dropped  out  of  school  in  1990-91  through  1992-93.  In  1992- 
93,  the  3 1  SEAs  providing  data  on  retention  enrolled  a  total  of  470,598  LEP  students  (fewer  than 
20  percent  of  the  number  reported  by  all  SEAs).  These  SEAs  indicated  that  10,685  students  were 
reported  as  being  retained  in  grade;  that  number  is  equivalent  to  about  2.3  percent  of  the  total 
number  of  LEP  students  in  their  states.  On  an  SEA-by-SEA  basis,  the  percentage  of  retentions 
ranged  from  0.3  percent  to  4.6  percent  (see  table  B2);  ii  is  not  clear  whether  this  difference 
reflects  real  differences  between  retention  patterns  among  states  or  reporting  differences.  The 
percentage  of  LEP  students  who  were  retained  or  who  dropped  out  in  1992-93  was  about  the 
same  as  that  reported  in  earlier  years.  (Table  3.1) 

Table  3.1 

Number  and  Percentage  of  LEP  Students  Who  Were  Retained 
or  Who  Dropped  Out  of  School 
1990-91  through  1992-93 


LEP  Students 

1990-91 

199i-92 

1992-93 

Educational  Condition 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Retained  in  one  or 
more  grades''' 

8,162 

2.1 

9,642 

2.3 

10,685 

2.3 

Dropped  out  of  school*^ 

12,679 

2.5 

11,864 

2.0 

10,858 

1.5 

Includes  the  U.S.»  D.C.,  and  the  Territories 
^  Number  of  SEAs  responding:  1990-91  =  33;  1991-92  =  28;  1992-93  =  31. 
Number  of  SEAs  responding:  1990-91  =  33;  1991-92  =  31;  1992-93  =  37, 


'^SEAs  reporting  a  retention  or  dropout  rate  of  0  were  excluded  from  this  analysis.  It  was  not  possible  to 
ascertain  whether  these  were  true  Os  or  missing  data.  However,  it  is  unlikely  that  an  SEA  would  actually  have  no 
dropouts  or  students  retained  in  grade. 
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Table  3.1  also  provides  a  summar>'  of  dropout  data,  indicating  that  10,858  LEP  students 
were  reported  to  have  dropped  out  in  1992-93.  The  37  SEAs  that  reported  dropout  information 
enrolled  710,535  LEP  students  or  about  one-fourth  of  the  nation's  LEP  students.  The  number 
of  reported  LEP  student  dropouts  constitutes  about  1.5  percent  of  the  responding  states'  LEP 
students.  Across  SEAs,  the  LEP  dropout  rate  ranged  from  a  low  of  0.1  percent  to  a  high  of  4.6 
percent.  From  1990-91  to  1992-93,  the  LEP  dropout  rate  declined  slightly  from  2.5  to  1.5 
percent.  As  is  the  case  for  retentions,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  from  the  SEA  Survey  data 
whether  these  dropout  rate  differences  reflect  actual  pattems  or  reporting  differences. 

Academic  Test  Performance 

Data  about  the  performance  of  LEP  students  on  tests  covering  academic  areas  are  also 
questionable  because  of  the  low  SEA  response  rates:  in  1992-93,  results  for  reading  were 
provided  by  33  SEAs,  for  mathematics  by  30  SEAs,  for  science  by  17,  and  for  social  studies  by 
14  SEAs.'^  In  addition,  even  from  the  reporting  SEAs,  too  little  information  is  provided  to 
interpret  the  results.  More  specifically,  information  is  provided  only  about  the  number  of  LEP 
students  who  score  below  state  norms;  information  on  the  total  number  of  LEP  students  tested, 
the  total  number  eligible  for  testing  but  who  were  not  tested,  and  such  other  contextual  data  as 
the  basis  of  the  state  norm,  what  grade  levels  of  students  are  commonly  tested,  level  of  the  test, 
and  so  forth  are  not  provided.'*  States  may  use  the  results  of  pre-existing  state  or  local  testing 
programs  for  the  academic  test  performance  data,  some  of  which  test  a  sample  of  students  rather 
than  the  universe.  Since  states  are  not  required  to  report  the  type  of  methodology  used  to  report 
the  performance  data,  it  is  not  possible  to  know  how  many  states  rely  on  sample  data  for  this 
information,  nor  whether  the  sample  data  are  weighted  or  unweighted. 


"The  number  of  LEP  students  included  in  the  achievement  analyses  is  a  small  fraction  of  the  total  LEP 
population.  For  example^  reading  information  was  collected  on  only  12  percent  of  the  total  number  of  identified  LEP 
students  and  mathematics  information  for  8  percent. 

"The  1990-91  SEA  Survey  also  asked  the  SEA  to  indicate  how  many  students  who  were  tested  were  above  state 
norms,  below  state  norms,  or  at  the  state  norm;  presumably,  those  three  categories  sum  to  the  number  of  LEP 
students  tested  and  for  whom  data  are  available  at  the  SEA  level. 
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Table  3.2  summarizes  SEA-reported  data  on  the  number  of  LEP  students  scoring  below 
state  norms.  The  33  SEAs  responding  for  reading  reported  that  about  313,000  LEi"*  students 
scored  below  state  norms.  For  mathematics,  30  SEAs  reported  that  about  226,000  scored  below 
the  state  norm.  For  both  science  and  social  studies,  about  82,000  were  reported  as  scoring  below 
state  norms.  Appendix  Table  B3  provides  state-by-state  information  about  the  number  of  LEP 
students  who  score  below  state  norms. 

Table  3.2 


Number  and  Percentage  of  LEP  Students  Scoring  Below  State  Norms, 

By  Subject 
1991-92  and  1992-93  ^ 


Subject  Tested 

LEP  Students  Scoring  Below  State  Norms 

1991-92 

1992-93 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

English  Reading''' 

273,689 

29.8 

312,811 

27.7 

Mathematics'' 

178,300 

20.2 

226,272 

20.4 

Science*" 

112,394 

26.7 

82,007 

14.6 

Social  Studies'^ 

111,738 

26.5 

81,541 

14.8 

^  These  data  should  be  inierpreled  with  caution  because  it  is  not  known  (1)  how  many  LEP 
students  were  tested;  (2)  how  many  LEP  students  were  eligible  for  testing;  and  (3)  what  was  the  basis 
of  the  state  norm. 

Number  of  SEAs  responding:  1991-92  =  30;  1992-93  =  33. 
Number  of  SEAs  responding:  1991-92  =  26;  1992-93  =  30. 
Number  of  SEAs  responding:  1991-92  =  11;  1992-93  =  17. 
^  Number  of  SEAs  responding;  1991-92  =  lU  1992-93  =  14. 


Educational  Condition  Data  Limitations 

The  data  collected  through  the  SEA  Survey  may  not  provide  a  valid  picture  of  the 
educational  condition  of  I  students  for  four  reasons.  First,  the  SEA  response  rate  is  too  low 
to  provide  confidence  that  the  reported  data  are  typicai  of  all  states.  This  is  compounded  by  the 
fact  that,  while  a  slight  majority  of  SEAs  may  actually  provide  a  response,  those  states  enroll  no 
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more  than  about  one-fourth  of  the  nation's  LEP  students,  so  most  LEP  students'  educational 
conditions  are  not  reflected  in  the  SEA  Survey  data. 

Second,  SEA  reports  of  dropout  and  retention  rates  and  test  results  are  based  on  locally 
generated  data  that  are  reported  to  the  SEA  directly  or  collected  from  LEAs  by  the  SEAs  via 
surveys.  The  magnitude  of  the  variations  across  states  in  the  percent  of  LEP  retention  and 
dropouts,  which  appear  greater  than  would  be  expected  based  on  actual  local  patterns  (particularly 
once  local  data  are  aggregated  at  the  state  level),  suggest  that  within-state  data  reporting  problems 
may  be  common. 

The  third  reason  is  a  particular  problem  for  dropout  data:  determining  whether  a  student 
has  in  fact  dropped  out  (rather  than  transferred,  deceased,  stopped  out,  etc.)  is  subject  to  different 
interpretations  at  the  local  and  state  levels.  As  a  consequence,  SEAs  are  likely  basing  their 
counts  on  different  approaches  to  determining  dropout  status.  Although  the  SEA  Survey  form's 
directions  tell  the  SEAs  not  to  count  stopouts  or  transfers,  determining  the  actual  status  of  an 
individual  child  is  not  that  easy. 

The  fourth  reason  is  specific  to  the  test  data:  too  little  information  is  provided  to  interpret 
the  data  that  are  provided.  As  a  result,  no  one  can  look  at  the  data  on  the  number  of  LEP 
students  scoring  below  state  norms  and  draw  any  conclusions  about  the  educational  condition  of 
LEP  students.  At  a  minimum,  three  additional  data  elements  are  needed:  (1)  how  many  LEP 
students  were  tested;  (2)  how  many  were  eligible  for  testing;  and  (3)  what  was  the  basis  of  the 
state  norm. 
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Identifying  LEP  Students 


Currently,  there  is  no  federally  mandated  definition  of  limited  English  proficiency, 
therefore  who  is  determined  to  be  LEP  depends  largely  on  state  and  local  agencies.  The  lack  of 
a  uniform  definition  of  limited  English  proficiency  has  led  to  a  wide  range  of  identification 
methods  and  procedures  used  to  identify  students  for  LEP  services  across  states,  districts,  and 
schools,  and  to  inconsistent  reporting  of  information  on  LEP  students  within  and  across  states. 

The  federal  definition  of  "limited  English  proficiency"  is  found  in  Section  7003  of  the 
Title  VII  Act: 

(1)      The  terms  "limited  English  proficiency"  and  "limited  English  proficient"  when  used  with 
reference  to  individuals  means: 


(A)  individuals  who  were  not  born  in  the  United  States  or  whose  native  language  is 
other  than  English; 

(B)  individuals  who  come  from  environments  where  language  other  than  English  is 
dominant;  and 

(C)  individuals  who  are  American  Indian  and  Alaskan  Natives  and  who  come  from 
environments  where  language  other  than  English  has  had  a  significant  impact  on 
their  level  of  English  language  proficiency;  and  who,  by  reason  thereof,  have 
sufficient  difficulty  speaking,  reading,  writing,  or  understanding  the  English 
language  to  deny  such  individuals  the  opportunity  to  learn  successfully  in 
classrooms  where  the  language  of  instruction  is  English  or  to  participate  fully  in 
our  society. 

The  SEA  Survey  requests  that  states  describe  the  criteria/definitions  used  to  identify  LEP 
students.  These  criteria/definitions  are  not  necessarily  state  mandated,  and  in  many  states,  LEAs 
have  the  authority  to  set  identification  criteria  and  procedures.  Several  states  (and/or  localities) 
have  elected  to  use  all  or  part  of  the  federal  LEP  definition.  Table  4.1  sunmaarizes  the  type  of 
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criteria  used  by  states  to  identify  LEP  students.  In  1992-93,  48  SEAs  (and/or  their  LEAs)  used 
the  non-English  background  provision,  33  used  the  difficulties  with  the  four  language 
proficiencies  (speaking,  reading,  writing,  and/or  understanding  English)  provision,  and  33  used 
both.  Twenty  states  used  various  percentile  cutoffs  on  standardized  tests  as  a  criteria  for 
determining  limited  English  proficiency.  Other  factors,  which  were  used  by  15  states  to  identify 
LEP  students,  include  grade  reports  and  teacher  judgment. 

Table  4.1 

Type  of  Criteria  Used  by  States  to  Identify  LEP  Students 

1992-93 
(n=53) 


Criteria 

Number  of  States 

Percent  of  States 

Non-English  Language  Background 

48 

90.6 

Difficulty  with  the  Four  Proficiencies 

33 

62.3 

Percentile  Cutoff 

20 

37.8 

Local  Determination 

11 

20.8 

Other 

15 

28.3 

OBEMLA  believes  that  a  thorough  identification  process  first  should  involve  a  home 
language  survey  to  determine  if  any  other  language  other  than  English  is  spoken  in  the  home. 
If  the  survey  produces  a  positive  response,  OBEMLA  recommends  that  at  least  one  objective  and 
one  subjective  measure  of  English  proficiency  should  be  employed.  The  objective  measure  could 
be  a  standardized  achievement  test.  Scoring  below  a  certain  percentile  ranking  would  signify 
LEP  status.  Subjective  measures  could  include  recommendations  from  parents,  classroom 
teachers,  counselors,  or  others  with  direct  knowledge  of  the  student's  ability  to  learn  and  perform 
in  an  all  English  class  (OBEMLA,  The  Condition  of  Bilingual  Education  in  the  Nation:  A 
Report  to  Congress  and  the  President,  1992). 
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During  the  1992-93  school  year,  all  but  three  of  the  reporting  SEAs  used  a  home  language 
survey  as  a  factor  in  identifying  LEP  students,  although  it  is  not  possible  to  ascertain  from  the 
SEA  Survey  whether  it  formed  the  basis  of  determining  limited  English  proficiency.  Of  the 
subjective  criteria  that  may  have  been  used  by  states,  most  used  parent  information  (46*states), 
teacher  observation  (44  states),  and  student  records  (42  states).  About  three-quarters  of  the  states 
also  relied  on  referrals,  teacher  interviews,  student  grades,  and  informal  assessments.  All  but 
three  states  used  at  least  one  language  proficiency  test  as  an  objective  measure  of  limited  English 
proficiency,  with  the  Language  Assessment  Scales  (LAS)  and  the  Language  Assessment  Battery 
(LAB)  most  commonly  reported  across  states.  Achievement  tests  were  used  in  38  states 
(including  the  CTBS,  ITBS,  SAT,  and  CAT)  and  criterion  referenced  tests  were  used  by  22  states 
(and/or  their  LEAs)  (Table  4.2  and  Figure  4.1). 

Table  4.2 

Type  of  Tests  Used  to  Identify  LEP  Students 
1992-93 
N=53 


Type  of  Test 

Number  of  States 

Percent  of  States 

Language  Proficiency  Test 

50 

94.3 

Achievement  Test 

38 

71.7 

Criterion  Referenced  Test 

22 

41.5 

Other 

27 

50.9 

In  general,  states  use  multiple  criteria  in  identifying  LEP  students.  In  1992-93,  all  of  the 
states  reported  using  at  least  three  criteria,  and  about  90  percent  of  the  states  reported  using  six 
or  more.  Ten  states  (and/or  their  LEAs)  used  all  twelve  criteria.  (Figure  4.2) 

D03 
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Figure  4.1 

Methods  Used  by  SEAs  for  Identifying 
LEP  Students,  1992-93 

Method 


Number  of  SEAs 


Figure  4.2 

Number  of  Methods  Used  by  SEAs  for  Identifying 
LEP  Students,  1992-93 
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Educational  Programs  for  LEP  Students 


Federal,  State,  and  Local  Programs 

LEP  students  may  receive  services  through  one  or  more  of  a  variety  of  federal,  state,  and 
local  educational  programs.  With  the  passage  of  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  in  1968,  the  federal 
government  directly  addressed  the  educational  needs  of  LEP  students,  primarily  through  the 
provision  of  English  language  instruction  to  low-income  LEP  students.  As  the  program  evolved. 
Congress  eliminated  the  poverty  requirements  and  allowed  states  to  include  instruction  in  the 
children's  native  language.  Currently,  there  are  five  major  programs  designed  to  serve  LEP 
children  funded  under  Title  VII  (Part  A)^^: 


The  Transitional  Bilingual  Education  (TBE)  Program-assists  LEP  students  in 
elementary  and  secondary  schools  to  acquire  English  language  skills  and  also  to 
meet  the  promotion  and  graduation  standards  by  providing  content  area  instruction 
in  the  native  language  to  the  extent  necessary; 

The  Developmental  Bilingual  Education  (DBE)  Programs— are  full-time 
instructional  programs  which  provide  structured  English  language  instruction  and 
instruction  in  a  second  language.  These  programs  must  help  students  achieve 
competence  in  English  and  a  second  language  while  mastering  subject  matter 
skills; 

The  Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  (SAIP)— offers  specially 
designed  curricula  to  meet  the  linguistic  and  instructional  needs  of  LEP  students 
in  elementary  and  secondary  schools.  In  such  programs  the  native  language  of  the 
LEP  students  need  not  be  used; 


'^A  sixth  Part  A  program,  the  Academic  Excellence  Program*  is  a  demonstration/dissemination  program  that  is 
not  designed  to  provide  direct  services  to  children. 
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■  The  Family  English  Literacy  (FEL)  Program-assists  LEP  adults  and  out-of- 
school  youth  to  achieve  competence  in  English.  Classes  may  be  conducted  in 
English  only  or  in  English  and  the  students'  native  language.  Preference  for 
inclusion  in  the  program  is  given  to  the  parents  and  immediate  family  of  LEP 
students  assisted  under  the  Bilingual  Education  Act;  and 

■  The  Special  Populations  Program  (SPP)--assists  preschool,  special  education, 
and  gifted  and  talented  programs  serving  LEP  students. 

In  addition  to  the  listed  Title  VII  programs,  LEP  students  may  receive  services  under  the 
Recent  Arrival  and  Magnet  Middle  Schools  priorities  of  the  TBE,  SAIP,  and/or  DBE. 

■  Recent  Arrival  Priority  Grants—are  allocated  to  LEAs  to  serve  students  who  are 
part  of  recent  and  major  influxes  of  LEP  students  into  school  districts. 

■  Magnet  Middle  Schools  Priority  Program— is  designed  to  serve  LEP  students 
grades  6  through  9  in  existing  magnet  schools  with  an  emphasis  on  academic 
achievement  and  dropout  prevention.  Magnet  School  grants  were  given  to  SAIP 
and  DBE  programs  during  the  1991-92  and  1992-93  school  year. 

LEP  students  may  also  be  served  under  several  federally  funded  programs  other  than  Title 
VII  that  are  targeted  to  educationally  and/or  economically  disadvantaged  students.  These 
programs  include: 

■  Chapter  1,  Title  I,  ESEA-provides  instructional  and  support  services  to 
educationally  disadvantaged  students  in  school  districts  with  high  concentrations 
of  low-income  children; 

■  Chapter  1,  Migrant-provides  financial  assistance  to  SEAs  to  establish  and 
improve  programs  to  meet  the  special  needs  of  migratory  children  of  migratory 
agricultural  workers  or  fishers  through  instructional  and  support  services; 

■  Even  Start— supports  family  centered  educational  programs  that  involve  parents 
and  children  in  a  cooperative  effort  to  help  parents  become  full  partners  in  the 
education  of  their  children  and  to  assist  children  in  reaching  their  full  potential  as 
[earners; 

■  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Assistance  Act  Program-assists  SEAs  and 
LEAs  in  providing  supplementary  education  services  and  offsetting  costs  for 
immigrant  children  enrolled  in  elementary  and  secondary  public  and  nonpublic 
schools; 
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Special  Education-provides  formula  grants  to  SEAs  to  help  meet  the  costs  of 
providing  special  education  and  related  services  to  address  the  needs  of  children 
with  disabilities;  and 


VocationaJ  Education-assists  states'  efforts  to  expand  and  improve  their 
programs  of  vocational  education  and  provide  equal  opportunity  in  vocational 
education  for  traditionally  underserved  populations. 


While  the  federal  government  has  been  playing  an  increasing  role  in  serving  LEP  students 
over  the  last  two  decades,  states  have  traditionally  provided  some  formal  education  programs  to 
provide  English-language  instruction  to  immigrant  populations  from  as  early  as  the  mid- 1800s. 
Today,  over  one-half  of  the  states  provide  bilingual  education  programs,  and  almost  two-thirds 
operate  English  as  a  second  language  (ESL)  programs. 

LEP  Enrollment  in  Programs  Designed  to  Meet  Their  Educational  Needs^^ 

In  1992-93,  nearly  78  percent  (2.1  million)  of  LEP  students  reported  by  SEAs  received 
services  through  programs  specifically  designed  to  meet  their  educational  needs.  The  percentage 
of  public  school  LEP  students  (78.9  percent)  receiving  services  was  significantly  greater  than  for 
LEP  students  enrolled  in  nonpublic  schools  (24.3  percent).  Of  the  53  states  and  outlying  areas 
that  reported  information  on  the  number  of  LEP  students  served,  over  one-half  reported  serving 
80  percent  or  more  of  their  LEP  student  population.  (Table  B6) 


'•Puerto  Rico  provided  total  federal  program  participant  counts  rather  than  counts  for  identified  Limited  Spanish 
Proficient  (LSP)  students.  Therefore,  the  federal  program  data  for  Puerto  Rico  have  been  eliminated  from  this 
analysis. 
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Table  5.1 


Number  and  Percentage  of  Public  and  Nonpublic  School  LEP  Students  Enrolled 
in  Programs  Designed  to  Meet  their  Educational  Needs 
1990-91  through  1992-93 


LEP  Students  Enrolled  in  Programs  Designed  to  Meet  Their 

Educational  Needs 

1990-91 

1991-92 

1992-93 

Type  of  Student 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Public  School  Students 

1,729,986 

79.1 

1,886,538 

79.2 

2,114,284 

78.9 

Nonpublic  School 
Students 

12,851 

26.5 

13,216 

26.5 

13,345 

24.3 

Total 

1,745,105 

78.2 

1,899,754 

78.2 

2,127,629 

77.8 

Enrollment  in  Federal  Programs 

At  the  national  level,  332,675  LEP  students  were  provided  services  through  the  Title  VII 
funded  programs,  constituting  12  percent  of  all  LEP  students.  Eight  percent  of  LEP  students 
were  enrolled  in  the  TBE  program,  3  percent  in  SAIP,  and  less  than  1  percent  in  each  of  the 
remaining  programs.  Thirty-seven  states  and  outlying  areas  reported  serving  LEP  students 
through  the  TBE  program,  37  through  SAlP,  9  through  DEE  programs,  10  through  FELP,  12 
through  SPP,  6  through  the  Recent  Arrivals  Program,  and  4  through  the  Magnet  Schools 
Program.  (Table  5.2  and  Table  B8) 

Of  the  non-Title  VII  federal  programs,  the  Chapter  1  program  was  the  most  common 
program  for  service  delivery  to  LEP  students.  Nationally,  about  26  percent  of  LEP  students  were 
enrolled  in  Chapter  1,  and  over  three-quarters  of  the  states  and  territories  reported  serving  LEP 
students  through  the  program.  The  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Assistance  Act  program 
enrolled  26  percent  of  the  LEP  students  and  was  offered  in  33  states.  Relatively  few  LEP 
students  were  reported  as  being  served  through  Chapter  1  Migrant  (8  percent),  Special  Education 
(6  percent),  Vocational  (3  percent),  and  Even  Start  (less  than  1  percent).  LEP  students  were  also 
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served  in  a  handful  of  other  federally  funded  programs,  including  Chapter  2,  Head  Start,  and 
Title  V  Indian  Education.  See  Table  B8  for  the  types  of  other  federal  programs  by  state  that 
enrolled  LEP  students  during  the  1992-93  school  yean 

LEP  Enrollment  in  State  and  Local  Programs'^ 

LEP  students  were  more  likely  to  participate  in  a  state  or  local  bilingual  education 
program  than  in  a  federal  program.  Almost  one-half  of  all  LEP  students  received  services 
through  a  state  bilingual  program.  Nearly  two-thirds  of  the  states  and  outlying  areas  reported 
serving  LEP  children  through  state  operated  bilingual  programs.  About  28  percent  of  students 
served  in  special  programs  received  services  through  a  state  ESL  only  program.  (Tables  5.2  and 
B8.) 

There  were  few  changes  in  program  participation  between  1990-91  and  1992-93.  For 
example,  within  the  Title  VII  programs,  TBE  participation  decreased  from  8.7  to  7.6  percent. 
Small  increases  occurred  in  the  DBE  and  SAIP  programs,  as  well  as  the  Family  English  Literacy 
and  Special  Population  Programs.  The  most  significant  changes  occurred  within  the  other  federal 
program  categories.  LEP  participation  in  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Assistance  Act 
Program  more  than  doubled,  while  Chapter  1  LEP  participation  declined  from  52  to  26  percent 
between  years.  (Table  5.2) 


''^Florida  reported  a  highly  duplicated  count  of  the  number  of  LEP  students  served  through  the  state's  Bilingual 
Education  program.  Because  the  magnitude  of  the  duplication  of  participant  counts  greatly  impacted  the  national 
estimates,  Florida's  numbers  were  reduced  to  reflect  the  total  number  of  LEP  students  served  reported  in  Item  LA.3 
(1 19,520  students). 
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Table  5.2 


Types  of  Programs  Serving  LEP  Students 
1990-91  through  1992-93 


Type  of  Program 

Percent  of  National  LEP  Served 

1990-91 

1991-92 

1992-93 

Title  VII  Programs 

Transitional  Bilingual  Education 

8.694 

7.725 

7.584 

Developmental  Bilingual  Education 

0.148 

0.250 

0.314 

Special  Alternative  Instruction  Program 

1.442 

1.930 

2.889 

Recent  Arrivals 

0.000 

0.278 

0.487 

Magnet  Schools 

0.004 

0.043 

0.024 

Family  English  Literacy  Program^ 

0.252 

0.375 

0.310 

Special  Populations 

0.210 

0.168 

0.510 

lotai  1  itie  vii 

11.124 

10.770 

12.118 

Other  Federal  Programs 

Chapter  1 

52.463 

31.301 

26.146 

Migrant 

b/ 

7.451 

8.284 

Even  Start 

0.030 

0.296 

0.313 

Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Assistance  Act 

11.358 

30.104 

25.798 

Special  Education 

6.550 

6.307 

6.038 

Vocational  Education 

b/ 

2.954 

2.644 

State  Programs 

State  Bilingual  Education 

c/ 

48.70 

48.61 

State  ESL  Only 

c/ 

26.87 

27.45  J 

a/   The  Family  English  Literacy  Program  was  designed  to  serve  the  parents  of  Title  VII  students  and  out-of-school 
youth. 

b/    Data  not  collected  in  1990-91 

c/    Data  not  collected  in  same  format  as  the  1991-92  and  1992-93  data. 
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Findings  and  Implications 

Enrollment  of  LEP  Students 

For  the  1992-93  school  year,  53  SEAs  in  the  U.S.  and  territories  reported  that  almost 
2,736,000  LEP  students  were  enrolled  in  public  or  nonpublic  elementary  or  secondary  schools. 
This  count  reflects  an  upward  trend  over  the  past  several  years:  since  1985-86,  yearly  increases 
in  the  number  of  LEP  students  have  averaged  9.2  percent.  It  is  not  known  what  proportion  of 
this  high  rate  of  increase  is  due  to  actual  growth  in  the  LEP  population,  better  reporting,  or 
changes  in  definitions  of  LEP  status,  but  the  consistency  of  the  increase  argues  for  a  large 
proportion  being  due  to  population  change. 

Only  36  SEAs  reported  on  the  number  of  LEP  students  in  nonpublic  schools  and  the 
percentage  of  LEP  students  for  the  reporting  SEAs  is  much  lower  than  for  public  schools.  It  is 
not  clear  how  much  of  the  difference  in  LEP  percentages  between  public  and  nonpublic  schools 
is  due  to  actual  differences  in  the  populations  served  or  to  inadequate  reporting  procedures  within 
states.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  there  is  a  nonpublic  LEP  student  undercount  because  about  one- 
fourth  of  the  SEAs  do  not  provide  any  data  on  the  numbers  of  nonpublic  students. 

Educational  Condition  of  LEP  Students 

The  data  provided  on  the  SEA  Survey  do  not  provide  a  valid  basis  for  making  judgments 
about  the  educational  condition  of  LEP  students.  Too  few  SEAs  respond  to  the  specific  items 
to  produce  a  national  pattern  and  insufficient  supporting  information  is  provided  to  interpret  the 
data  that  are  provided. 


ERIC 


Report  on  SEA  Survey:  1992-93    Page  31 

\J  jLi. 


Identifying  LEP  Students 

The  SEA  i^'.jrvey  requests  that  states  describe  the  criteria/definitions  used  to  identify  LEP 
students.  These  criteria/definitions  are  not  necessarily  state  mandated,  and  in  many  states,  LEAs 
have  the  authority  to  set  identification  criteria  and  procedures.  Several  states  (and/or  localities) 
have  elected  to  use  ail  or  part  of  the  federal  LEP  definition.  In  1992-93,  48  states  and  outlying 
areas  (and/or  their  LEAs)  used  the  non-English  background  provision,  33  used  the  difficulties 
with  the  four  language  proficiencies  (speaking,  reading,  writing,  and/or  understanding  English) 
provision,  and  33  used  both. 

In  general,  states  use  multiple  criteria  in  identifying  LEP  students.  In  1992-93,  all  of  the 
states  used  at  least  three  criteria,  and  about  90  percent  of  the  states  used  six  or  more.  Ten  states 
(and/or  their  LEAs)  used  all  twelve  of  the  criteria  listed  on  the  SEA  Survey  form.  During  the 
1992-93  school  year,  all  but  3  of  the  reporting  SEAs  used  a  home  language  survey  as  a  factor 
in  identifying  LEP  students.  Most  reported  use  of  parent  information  (46  states),  teacher 
observation  (44  states)  and  student  records  (42  states).  About  three-quarters  of  the  states  also 
relied  on  referrals,  teacher  interviews,  student  grades,  and  informal  assessments.  All  but  three 
states  used  at  least  one  language  proficiency  test  as  an  objective  measure  of  limited  English 
proficiency,  with  the  Language  Assessment  Scales  (LAS)  and  the  Language  Assessment  Battery 
(LAB)  most  commonly  reported  across  states.  Achievement  tests  were  used  in  38  states 
(including  the  CTBS,  ITBS,  SAT,  and  CAT)  and  criterion  referenced  were  used  by  22  states 
(and/or  their  LEAs). 

Educational  Programs  for  LEP  Students 

Among  public  school  students,  78.9  percent  were  enrolled  in  special  programs,  and  24.3 
percent  of  nonpublic  students  were  enrolled  in  special  programs.  The  largest  proportions  of  LEP 
students  are  served  in  state  and  local  programs,  with  those  programs  reportedly  serving  49 
percent  of  all  LEP  students.  Since  state  and  local  programs  are  not  commonly  available  to 
students  in  nonpublic  schools,  the  large  difference  between  public  and  nonpublic  LEP  student 
participation  is  understandable,  particularly  when  coupled  with  the  generally  poorer  quality  of 
data  concerning  nonpublic  school  LEP  students.  Chapter  1  is  the  largest  federal  program  serving 


Page  32   Special  Issues  Analysis  Center 


LEP  students;  it  enrolls  about  26  percent  of  LEP  students.  Title  VII  programs  enroll  about  12 
percent. 
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Appendix  A 
SEA  Survey  Data  Review  Procedures 


This  appendix  describes  the  procedures  used  to  review  data  provided  by  the  SEAs  on  the 
SEA  Survey  for  1992-93  and  for  earlier  years,  as  appropriate.  The  purpose  of  the  review 
procedures  and  the  activities  following  froni  them  was  to  ensure  the  data  summarized  in  this 
report  are  as  free  from  error  as  possible. 

Review  Procedures  for  SEA  Survey  Data 

OBEMLA  received  the  State  Surveys  for  1992-93  during  the  first  four  months  of  1994. 
Westat  was  subcontracted  to  by  OBEMLA  through  Development  Associates,  Inc.  to  prepare  the 
data  files  and  to  review,  correct,  and  summarize  the  Survey  data. 

When  reviewing  the  data,  Westat  performed  some  basic  internal  consistency  checks 
including: 

1)  that  the  sum  of  the  parts  agreed  with  reported  totals; 

2)  that  the  sum  of  items  3  (total  LEPs  served)  and  5  (total  LEPs  not  served)  agreed 
with  the  total  reported  for  item  2  (total  LEPs  enrolled); 

3)  that  the  total  LEP  enrollment  did  not  exceed  the  total  K-12  enrollment;  and 

4)  that  the  number  of  ^  EPs  student  enrolled  in  federal,  state,  and  local  programs  did 
not  exceed  the  number  of  LEP  students  served. 

Westat  verified  any  data  inconsistencies  with  OBEMLA  and  the  SEA.  In  some  cases, 
SEAs  revised  their  initial  submission,  which  Westat  entered  into  the  master  data  base.  In  other 
instances,  the  State  provided  explanations  as  to  why  the  data  were  not  reported  in  the  required 
format. 
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Review  Procedures  for  SEA  Survey  Data  for  1990-91  and  Prior  Years 

Limited  attention  in  this  report  is  paid  to  data  for  1990-91  and  earlier  years.  The  primary 
reasons  for  this  are  (1)  that  the  data  prior  to  the  1991-92  SEA  Survey  could  not  be  reviewed  and 
verified  or  corrected  and  (2)  significant  changes  were  made  by  OBEMLA  in  the  SEA  Survey 
form  for  the  1991-92  school  year.  These  two  topics  are  addressed  in  this  section. 

Reviewing  1990-91  SEA  Survey  Data 

Westat  received  both  the  SEA  Surveys  and  a  dBase  file  containing  the  1990-91  data  from 
OBEMLA  and  cross  checked  each  SEA  Survey  against  the  entered  data.  In  cases  where  the  data 
were  not  in  agreement,  Westat  entered  the  number  provided  on  the  SEA  survey,  unless 
documentation  for  a  change  was  provided  by  OBEMLA.  Because  Westat  changed  some  of  the 
data  provided  by  OBEMLA,  the  1990-91  data  presented  in  this  report  may  not  agree  with  data 
presented  in  previous  reports,  graphs,  or  other  tabular  presentations.  Westat  also  performed  the 
same  internal  consistency  checks  that  were  performed  on  the  1991-92  data,  although  the  SEAs 
were  not  contacted  if  a  discrepancy  was  detected. 

Changes  in  SEA  Survey  Form 

The  most  obvious  change  is  the  addition  of  a  page  and  one-half  of  item-by-item 
instructions  designed  to  clarify  acceptable  response  patterns;  no  instructions  were  provided  on 
the  form  in  prior  years.  Other  changes  ranged  from  minor  wording  changes  to  significant 
changes  in  item  substance.  The  following  list  describes  the  changes  made  in  1991-92  compared 
to  1990-91: 

Part  I 

Item  lA  1  -  No  changes 
Item  IA2  -  No  changes 
Item  IA3  -      Minor  wording  changes 

Item  IA4  -  Added  Chapter  1  Migrant  Education  Program,  Vocational  Education  and 
added  specific  types  of  programs  (i.e.,  bilingual  education  program,  ESL 
only  program,  other)  to  stnte  and/or  local  programs 

Item  IA5  -     Minor  wording  changes 

Item  IB  1  -  Added  Science  and  Social  Studies  under  areas  tested  and  deleted  request 
for  number  of  LEP  students  above  local  norm  or  at  local  norm  (and 
changed  the  normative  reference  to  state  from  local) 
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Item  B2  - 
Item  IBS  - 
Part  II  - 
Part  III 


Minor  wording  changes 
Minor  wording  changes 
No  changes 


Item  IIIA-      Minor  wording  changes  and  added  an  "other"  response  category 
Item  IIIB-      Changed  item  reference  to  be  used  in  responding  from  IA3  to  IA4 

Responses  to  items  on  which  no  changes  were  made  (i.e.,  lAl,  IA2,  IIA,  IIB)  can  be 
compared;  while  significant  changes  on  several  of  the  items  (i.e.,  IA4,  IBl,  and  IIIB)  effectively 
preclude  comparing  the  SEAs'  responses  for  the  two  years.  In  terms  of  the  items  on  which 
minor  wording  changes  were  made,  it  appears  to  be  reasonable  to  compare  the  results  under  some 
circumstances.  In  this  report,  however,  these  comparisons  are  not  made  because  the  data  on  the 
1990-91  SEA  Surveys  could  not  be  verified. 
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Supplementary  Tables,  by  State  Educational  Agency 


The  following  data  tables  contain  supporting  information  on  each  SEAs  LEP  population. 
Please  note  that,  for  all  tables,  Puerto  Rico  has  responded  with  numbers  of  Limited  Spanish 
Proficient  (LSP)  students  instead  of  LEP  students.  Please  refer  to  Appendix  C  for  further 
supporting  information  including  explanations  of  data  changes. 


Table  Bl      Grades  K-12  Enrollment,  LEP  Enrollment,  and  Percent  LEP  Enrollment,  by  State: 
1991-92  and  1992-93 

1.  Total  figures 

2.  Public  only 

3.  Nonpublic  only 

Table  B2      Number  and  Percent  of  LEP  Students  Reported  to  Have  Dropped  Out  or  Been 
Retained,  by  State:  1991-92  and  1992-93 

Table  B3      Number  and  Percent  of  LEP  Students  Scoring  Below  the  State  Norm,  by  Subject 
Area  Tested  and  State:  1991-92  and  1992-93 

1.  English/Reading  and  Mathematics 

2.  Science  and  Social  Studies 


Table  B4      Criteria  Used  By  SEAs  to  Identify  LEP  Students,  By  State:  School  Year  1992-93 

Table  B5      Methods  Used  to  Identify  LEP  Students,  by  State:  1992-93 

Table  B6      LEP  Students  Enrolled  in  Special  Programs  to  Meet  Their  Educational  Needs,  by 
State:  1991-92  and  1992-93 

1 .  Total  figures 

2.  Public  only 

3.  Nonpublic  only 

Table  B7      Public  LEP  Students  Who  Could  Benefit  From,  but  are  not  Enrolled  in.  Special 
Programs  to  Meet  Their  Educational  Needs,  by  State:  1991-92  and  1992-93 

Table  B8      Number  and  Percentage  of  LEP  Students  Served  by  Federal  Programs,  by  State  and 
Type  of  Program:  1991-92  and  1992-93 
1-7.  Federal  programs 
8.     State  programs 
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Graces  *<-12  Total  Enrollment.  lEP  Enrollment,  and  Percent  lEP 
Enrollment  by  State:  1991-<?2  and  W2-93 


ToUl  K'12  Enrollment   Total  K-12  LEP  Enrollment  Percent  LEP  Enrollment 


State 

1991-92 

1992-93  % 

Change  b/ 

1991^92 

1992^93 

%  Change  b/ 

199V92 

1992^93 

Aiabama 

714.295 

714.402 

0.0 

1.671 

2,332 

39.6 

0.2 

0.3 

Alastu 

121.571 

124,697 

2.6 

12.056 

13.489 

11.9 

9.9 

10.8 

Arizona 

717.352 

748.340 

4.3 

75.941 

83.643 

.  10.1 

10.6 

■  11.2 

Arkansas 

c/ 

440.682 

- 

C/ 

3.423 

- 

- 

0.8 

Caldorma 

5.651.962 

5.749.791 

1.7 

1.078.705 

1. 151.819 

6.8 

19.1 

20.0 

Colorado 

631.233 

653,399 

3.5 

25.025 

24.876 

•0.6 

4.0 

3.8 

Connecticut 

529.404 

537.342 

1.5 

16.703 

17.637 

5.6 

3.2 

3.3 

Delaware 

125.008 

127.559 

2.0 

2.086 

1.847 

-11.5 

1.7 

1.4 

District  of  Columbia 

92.&40 

90.619 

•2.4 

3.555 

5.132 

44.4 

3.8 

5,7 

Florida 

2.097.753 

2.272.243 

8.3 

97.288 

130.131 

33.8 

4.6 

5.7 

Georgia 

1.249.024 

1.273.863 

2.0 

7,955 

10.043 

26.2 

0.6 

0.8 

Hawaii 

207,171 

209,697 

1.2 

10.433 

11.251 

7.8 

5.0 

5.4 

Idaho 

232.961 

238.072 

2.2 

4.980 

4.616 

•7,3 

2,1 

1.9 

llllnots 

2.163.413 

2.120,975 

•2.0 

87.178 

94,471 

8.4 

4.0 

4.5 

Indiana 

1.054.051 

1.058.446 

0.4 

4.822 

5.017 

4.0 

0.5 

0.5 

Iowa 

537.316 

540.571 

0.6 

4.417 

4,556 

3.1 

0.8 

0.8 

Kansas 

465.481 

451.536 

•3.0 

6.180 

6.900 

11.7 

1.3 

1.5 

Kentuclcy 

701.854 

750.958 

7.0 

1.544 

1.738 

12.6 

0.2 

0.2 

Louisiana 

889.146 

887.965 

2.2 

9.040 

5.890 

•34.8 

1.0 

0.7 

Maine 

222,641 

220.346 

•1.0 

1.770 

1.820 

2.8 

0.8 

0.8 

Maryland 

826.330 

647.826 

2.6 

12.580 

12.719 

1.1 

1.5 

1.5 

Massachusetts 

975.461 

975.065 

0.0 

42.912 

45.405 

5.8 

44 

4,7 

Michigan 

1.847.230 

1,737,157 

•60 

36.720 

37.272 

1.5 

2.0 

2.1 

Minnesota 

847,437 

868.044 

2.4 

15.769 

17,979 

14.0 

1.9 

2.1 

Mississippi 

542.445 

555.907 

2.5 

3.056 

3.222 

5.4 

0.6 

0.6 

Missouri 

930.362 

961,295 

3.3 

4.350 

4.365 

0.3 

0.5 

0.5 

Montana 

163.576 

167.827 

2.6 

6.824 

7.817 

14.6 

4.2 

4.7 

Nebraska 

316.441 

319.609 

1.0 

1.856 

2.623 

41.3 

0.6 

0.8 

Nevada 

221.627 

232.686 

5.0 

10.735 

12,040 

12.2 

4.8 

5.2 

New  Hampshire 

190.798 

199.198 

4.4 

1.135 

1,004 

•11.5 

0.6 

0.5 

New  Jersey 

1.297.512 

1.331.660 

2.6 

47.515 

49.627 

4.4 

3,7 

3,7 

New  Mexico 

336.260 

310.914 

-7.5 

64.307 

83.771 

30.3 

19.1 

26.9 

New  YorK 

3.082.996 

3,107,102 

0.8 

184.857 

194.593 

5.3 

6.0 

6.3 

North  Carolina 

1.175.310 

1.158.960 

•1.4 

7.026 

8,900 

26.7 

0.6 

0.8 

North  Dakota 

126,709 

127.361 

0.5 

9.579 

8.652 

•9.7 

7.6 

6.8 

Ohio 

2.005.503 

2.080.869 

3.8 

11.172 

11.125 

•0.4 

0.6 

0.5 

Oklahoma 

599,734 

609,125 

1.6 

17.705 

19,714 

11.3 

3.0 

3.2 

Oregon  9f 

529.420 

540.122 

2.0 

12.605 

16.359 

29.8 

2.4 

3.0 

Pennsylvania 

c/ 

c/ 

- 

C/ 

c/ 

- 

- 

- 

Rhode  Island 

166.618 

171.423 

2.9 

8.142 

8.350 

2.6 

4.9 

4.9 

South  Carolina 

685.753 

686.516 

0.4 

1.466 

1.594 

8.7 

0.2 

0.2 

South  Dakota 

152.009 

152.829 

0.5 

8.961 

8.197 

•8.5 

5.9 

5.4 

T Ann AC«A* 

975.970 

2.3 

2.636 

2.770 

5.1 

0.3 

0.3 

')  <^  1  1  7fLA. 
J. 9  1  1 .  r  04 

J,  r 

5.8 

331.669 

344.915 

3.9 

9.5 

9.3 

Utah 

436.031 

437.097 

0.2 

23.598 

24.447 

3.6 

5.4 

5.6 

Vermont 

100.061 

110.626 

10.6 

580 

723 

24.7 

0.6 

0.7 

Virginia 

c/ 

d 

C/ 

C/ 

Washington 

930.691 

962.908 

3.5 

34.314 

32.858 

•42 

3.7 

3.4 

West  Virginia 

c/ 

c/ 

C/ 

c/ 

Wisconsin 

959.998 

976.222 

1.7 

15.t59 

14.788 

-2.4 

1.6 

1.5 

Wyoming 

100,714 

101,133 

0.4 

1.996 

2.027 

1.6 

2.0 

2.0 

1  Total  U.S.  and  D.C. 

42,397.562 

43.633.338 

2.9 

2.370.775 

2.558.487 

7.9 

5.6 

5.9 

American  Samoa 

13.660 

14.594 

6.7 

11.788 

13.972 

18.5 

86.2 

95,7 

Guam 

c/ 

C/ 

c/ 

c/ 

Northern  Marianas 

8.566 

9,789 

14.3 

8.307 

9.564 

1G.1 

97.0 

97.7 

Paiau 

3.444 

3.356 

•2.6 

2.823 

2,823 

0.0 

82.0 

64.1 

Puerto  Rico  M 

688.897 

754,401 

9.5 

34.619 

149.824 

332.6 

5.0 

19.9 

Virgin  Islands 

22.366 

29.461 

31.7 

2.400 

1.282 

•46.6 

10.7 

4.4 

iTotal  U.S..  D.C.  and  Territoriet 

43.134.517 

44.444.939 

3.0 

2.430.712 

2.735.952 

12.6 

5.6 

6.2 

f  P«roen4i9»  wm  oeicuHiid  beted  on  MM«  from  on»y  txMt  iMm  retpondlng  k>  t>o4h  M  ttemi. 
ty  Ptro«^  m  oatculeM  tMMKl  on  toMi  from  only  t)OM  tii^ 
c/ SEA  (ftd  rwt  pwtopel*. 

O    „)eii  no<  rtporttd.  O  }  C 

^^j^,;;;^^\m^  DtuI  l/UP Y  r^nll  ABl 
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PUBLIC  ONLY  Grades  K-12  Total  Enrollment.  LEP  Snroiiment.  and 
Percent  LEP  Enrollment,  by  State:  1991-92  and  1992-93 


Public  K-1 2  Enrollment  Public       LEP  Enrollment  Public  Percent  LEP  Enrollment  «/ 


oiaie 

1 001 -QO 
1 99 1 '9C 

1  99£*9J 

%  Change  b/ 

4  n/\  4  no 

199V92 

4  OAO  AO 
1  99£*«  J 

%  Change 

199V92 

^992^93 

AlAbcme 

/  1  ^,C93 

714.402 

0.0 

1 .671 

2,332 

39.6 

0.2 

0.3 

Aiasiie 

1  1 A  7R0 

1 20,1 16 

2.9 

12,056 

1 3,489 

11.9 

10.3 

1 1.2 

Anzont 

OdsJ,v4  1 

711. 899 

4.2 

67.398 

75,910 

12.6 

9.9 

10.7 

ArkjinMS 

c/ 

440.682 

"* 

d 

3,423 

"* 

— 

0.8 

Callfornit 

5.107.145 

5.195.777 

1.7 

1.078.705 

1,151,819 

6.8 

21.1 

22.2 

Colorado 

^f%e 

593.091 

612,635 

3.3 

25,025 

24.876 

•0.6 

4.2 

4.1 

Connecticut 

465,727 

473,055 

1.6 

16,703 

17,637 

5.6 

3.6 

3.7 

Oelewtre 

102.19O 

104,321 

2.1 

1,929 

1,701 

•11.8 

1.9 

1.6 

Ulstnct  OT  Columbia 

80,618 

80,678 

0. 1 

3,461 

4,620 

33.5 

4.3 

5.7 

Piorida 

1.902.563 

2.071,980 

8.9 

97.288 

130,131 

33.8 

5.1 

6.3 

Qeor9iA 

1,1  7T,*JoZ 

1.200,530 

2.0 

7,817 

9,803 

25.4 

0.7 

0.8 

Hawaii 

174,249 

176,923 

1.5 

10,335 

11,172 

8.1 

5.9 

6.3 

lOano 

225,826 

231,816 

2.7 

4,970 

4.598 

•7.5 

2.2 

2.0 

Illinois 

1.848,166 

1,833,685 

•0.8 

87,178 

94.471 

8.4 

4.7 

5.2 

Indiana 

955,676 

959,876 

0.4 

4,822 

5,017 

4.0 

0.5 

0.5 

Iowa 

491,451 

495,342 

0.8 

4,266 

4,319 

1.2 

0.9 

0.9 

KansM 

437,034 

451,536 

3.3 

6,066 

6,900 

13.7 

1.4 

1.5 

Kentucky* 

640,477 

687,158 

7.3 

1,544 

1,858 

7.4 

.  0.2 

0.2 

Louisiana 

737,414 

767,457 

4.1 

8,339 

5,878 

-29.5 

1.1 

0.8 

Maine 

210,572 

207,779 

•1.3 

1,662 

1,713 

3.1 

0.8 

0.8 

Maryland 

720,671 

7t^5,698 

2.1 

12,101 

12,076 

•0.2 

1.7 

1.6 

Maseachusetts 

848.368 

881,468 

1.5 

42.598 

41.580 

-2.4 

5.0 

4.8 

Michigan 

1,677,073 

1,567,000 

•6.6 

36,720 

37,272 

1.5 

2.2 

2.4 

Minnesota 

766,784 

786,413 

2.6 

15,769 

17,979 

14.0 

2.1 

2.3 

Mississippi 

500,183 

505,444 

1.1 

1,748 

1,891 

8.2 

0.3 

0.4 

Missouri 

827,404 

840,400 

1 .6 

3,838 

3.804 

•0.9 

0.5 

0.5 

Montana 

155.522 

1 59,760 

2,7 

6,374 

7,341 

15.2 

4.1 

4.8 

iNeorasKA 

278,972 

281,367 

0.9 

1,805 

2,462 

37.5 

0.6 

0.0 

Nevada 

21 1,810 

^  A  A    A  A  M 

222,846 

5.2 

10,664 

1 1,970 

12.2 

5.0 

5.4 

New  Hampshire 

174.820 

181,247 

3.7 

1,054 

842 

-20.1 

0.6 

0.5 

New  Jersey 

1  .Uvo,  JOD 

4    e  AA  t*AA 

1,130,580 

2.9 

45,204 

46,573 

3.0 

4.1 

4.1 

New  Mexico 

283,145 

-8.3 

64,307 

83,771 

30.3 

20.8 

29.6 

(New  Yonc 

2,613,938 

2,637,745 

0.0 

165,484 

173,347 

4.8 

6.3 

6.6 

North  Carolina 

1,121,124 

1,100,938 

•1.8 

7,026 

8,867 

26.2 

0.6 

0.8 

iNonn  uaKota 

1 17,719 

1 18,094 

0.3 

8,078 

6.835 

-15.4 

6.9 

5.8 

Ohio 

1 ,7T9.*:3o 

1.841,989 

3.5 

10,598 

10.304 

-2.8 

0.6 

0.6 

wKjanoma 

CQQ  i  Tf 
boo.  If/ 

597,096 

1.5 

16,393 

19.368 

18.1 

2.8 

3.2 

Oregon  W 

498,614 

510,122 

2.3 

12,605 

16,359 

29.8 

2.5 

3.2 

rBririayTvania 

Ci 

Ci 

d 

d 

nnoae  tsiana 

141 ,922 

145,676 

2.6 

7.649 

7,839 

2.5 

5..« 

5.4 

A^JI  QAM 

\j.f 

1 ,396 

1 ,502 

7.6 

0..2 

0.2 

OVnJlll  lyCKUlV 

1  tA  K'71 
1        Df  J 

1 0A7 

1  JD,4:D/ 

0.5 

5,848 

4,527 

•22.8 

4.3 

3.3 

Tennessee 

880.246 

908.975 

3.0 

2,569 

2,731 

6.3 

0.3 

0.3 

Texas 

3,362,000 

3,541,769 

5.3 

331,054 

343,358 

3.7 

9.8 

9.7 

Utah 

427,455 

432,979 

1.3 

23,598 

24.447 

3.6 

5.5 

5.6 

Vermont 

97,137 

101,591 

4.6 

550 

714 

29.8 

0.6 

0.7 

Virginia 

c/ 

d 

- 

d 

d 

- 

- 

- 

Washington 

865.653 

896,475 

3.6 

33.904 

32,339 

-4.8 

3.9 

3.6 

West  Virginia 

ci 

d 

- 

d 

d 

- 

- 

- 

Wisconsin 

814.671 

829.415 

1.8 

14.676 

14,243 

•3.0 

1.8 

1.7 

T  vy  VI 1  III  lu 

1  /V^  111 

0.6 

1 ,  f  U& 

1,952 

14.5 

1.7 

1.9 

fTotai  U.S.  and  O.C. 

38,417,1 17 

39,838,834 

3.2 

2.326.546 

2,507,776 

7.8 

6.1 

6.3 

American  Samoa 

12,178 

12,792 

5.0 

10.964 

12,441 

13.5 

90.0 

97.3 

Guam 

d 

d 

d 

d 

Northefn  Marianas 

6,837 

7.732 

16.5 

6,571 

7.632 

16.1 

99.0 

98.7 

Palau 

2,653 

2,653 

0.0 

2.175 

2.175 

0.0 

82.0 

82.0 

Puerto  Rioo  1/ 

642.392 

637,034 

•0.8 

32,119 

149,824 

368.5 

5.0 

23.5 

Virgin  Islands 

22,388 

22.651 

1.3 

2,400 

1,282 

-48.6 

10.7 

5.7 

iTotal  U.S.,  D.C..  and  Temtonea 

39,103.345 

40,319.496 

3,1 

2,380.775 

2.681,130 

12.6 

8.1 

6.6 

1  Ptroenliot  wet  mfcir^etii  b«Md  on  toiiit  from  orkf  thoee  ttiAM  ret^iorvftng  to  boti  titmt. 
bl  PtroeoMoi  wm  piteuitid  beMd  on  tm%  from  on)y  t)OM  Matot  retpon^  to  INi      Mm  tor  Mh  ye«t. 
c/S€Acldno<peiSripeto. 
Q     Dan  no<  rcpomd 

T/^"^t^^<»tfMHyOre9on^tert^Ppirtoipaar>9en^  ^  .  ^  nrOT  A/M>1/   AifArn   m  ^.i  » 

£  ^  ^  retpondwi  t<4m  numtter  •  of  Utum  Sf>en*th  Ptt^fitim  (UP)  itoiin^.  J  LO  1   vUrf  AVAilABLF 
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NONPUBUC  ONLY:  Grades  K- "1 2  Total  Enroilment.  L£P  Enroilmenr. 
and  Percent  L£P  Enrollment  Dy  State:  1991-92  and  1992-93 


Nonpublic  K'^2  EnrollmTi!  Nofipublic  K-\2  LEP  Enrollmint  Nonpublic  Percint  LEP  Enrollmint 


Stttt 

1991-92 

1992-93 

%  Change  b/ 

1991-92 

1992^93 

%  Change  b/ 

1991^92 

Alabtmt 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Alaska 

4.802 

4.581 

•4.6 

d/ 

d/ 

Arizona 

34,311 

36.441 

6.2 

8.543 

7.733 

•9.5 

24.9 

2  1  .2 

Arkansas 

c/ 

d/ 

C/ 

d/ 

California 

544.817 

554.014 

1.7 

6i 

d/ 

Colorado 

38.142 

40,764 

6.9 

d/ 

d/ 

Connacticut 

63.677 

64.287 

1.0 

d/ 

d/ 

Delawara 

22.812 

23.238 

1.9 

157 

146 

•7.0 

0.7 

n  A 

Distnct  ol  Columbia 

12.222 

9.941 

•18.7 

94 

512 

444.7 

n  A 

A  0 

Ronda 

195.190 

200.263 

2.6 

d/ 

d/ 

Georgia 

71.642 

73.333 

2.4 

136 

240 

73.9 

0.2 

0  3 

Hawaii 

32.922 

32.774 

•0.4 

98 

79 

•19.4 

0.3 

0.2 

Idaho 

7.135 

6,256 

•12.3 

10 

20 

100.0 

0. 1 

u.o 

Illinois 

315.247 

287.090 

•8.9 

d/ 

d/ 

Indiana 

98.375 

98,570 

0.2 

d/ 

d/ 

Iowa 

45.865 

45.229 

•1.4 

151 

237 

57.0 

u.o 

n  A 
u.o 

Kansas 

28.447 

d/ 

114 

d/ 

0.4 

Kentucky 

61,377 

63,800 

3.9 

d/ 

80 

U.  1 

Louisiana 

131,734 

120,508 

•8.5 

701 

12 

•96.3 

n  c 

0.0 

Mains 

12.069 

12,587 

4.1 

108 

107 

•0.9 

n  Q 

U.9 

0.9 

Maryland 

105.659 

112,128 

6.1 

479 

643 

34  2 

U.3 

U.O 

Massachusetts 

127,093 

113,597 

•10.6 

314 

3,825 

1 1 18.2 

n  5 

Michigan 

170.157 

170,157 

0.0 

d/ 

d/ 

Minnasota 

80,653 

81,631 

1 .2 

d/ 

d/ 

Mississippi 

42.262 

50.463 

19.4 

1 ,310 

1  331 

1  A 
1  .o 

3. 1 

2.6 

Missouri 

102,978 

120.886 

17.4 

512 

561 

0.5 

0.5 

Montana 

8.054 

8.067 

0.2 

450 

476 

5.8 

5  6 

A  O 

Nabraska 

37.469 

38,242 

2.1 

51 

141 

176.5 

n  1 

u.* 

Nevada 

9.817 

9,840 

0.2 

71 

70 

•1  4 

0  7 

U.  f 

New  Hampshire 

15,978 

17,951 

12.3 

81  ' 

162 

100.0 

0.5 

0.9 

N aw  Jersey  ' 

199.126 

201,100 

1.0 

2,31 1 

3,054 

32.2 

1  0 

1  c 
1  .D 

New  Mexico 

27,393 

27.769 

1.4 

d/ 

d/ 

New  York 

469,058 

469,357 

0.1 

19.373 

21,246 

9.7 

North  Carolina 

54,186 

58,024 

7.1 

d/ 

33 

U.  1 

North  Dakota 

8,990 

9.267 

3.1 

1.503 

1.817 

20.9 

16  7 

1  Q  A 
1  9.0 

Ohro 

226.265 

238.880 

5.6 

576 

821 

42.5 

0.3 

0.3 

OWahoma 

11,557 

12.029 

4.1 

1.312 

346 

•73.6 

11.4 

2.9 

Oregon 

30.806 

30,000 

•2.6 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Pennsytvania 

c/ 

c/ 

d 

d 

Rhode  Island 

24.696 

25,747 

4.3 

493 

511 

3.7 

2.0 

2.0 

South  Carolina 

43,389 

41.528 

•4.3 

70 

92 

31.4 

0.2 

0.2 

South  Dakota 

17.436 

17,562 

0.7 

3,113 

3,670 

17.9 

17.9 

20.9 

Tennassea 

74.008 

68,995 

•6.8 

67 

39 

•41.8 

0.1 

0.1 

Texaa 

149.784 

172.615 

15.2 

815 

1,559 

91.3 

0.5 

0.9 

Utah    8.576  4.118  •52.0 


Vermont 

2,924 

9.035 

209.0 

30 

9 

•70.0 

1.0 

0.1 

Virginia 

d 

d 

d 

d 

Washington 

65.036 

66,433 

2.1 

410 

519 

26.6 

0.6 

0.8 

Wast  Virginia 

d 

d 

d 

d 

Wisconsin 

145,327 

146.807 

1.0 

483 

545 

12.8 

0.3 

0.4 

Wyoming 

980 

820 

•16.3 

291 

75 

-74.2 

29.7 

9.1 

iTotalU.S.  and  D.C. 

3.980,445 

3.996.704 

0.4 

44,229 

50.711 

14.7 

1.1 

1.3 

American  Samoa 

1.502 

1,802 

20.0 

824 

1.531 

85.8 

54.9 

85.0 

Guam 

d 

d 

d 

d 

Northern  Marianas 

1.929 

2,057 

6.6 

1.736 

1.932 

11.3 

90.0 

93.9 

Palau 

791 

703 

'11.1 

648 

648 

0.0 

81.9 

92.2 

Puerto  flioo  \J 

46.505 

117,367 

152.4 

2,500 

d/ 

5.4 

Virgin  Islands 

d/ 

6,810 

d/ 

d/ 

[Total  U.S..  D.C.  and  Territoriee 

4,031.172 

4.125,443 

2.3 

49.937 

54.822 

9.8 

1.2 

1.3 

a/  Peroemaga  was  rm\Mm^  beMd  on  toMt  ^  only  tioM  %mm  rMporxflng  to  bo<h  (Ma  tamt. 
b/ Paro«M9i  wet  oaictJiaiKj  bAMd  on  loMt  from  onV  twM  iMt  rMponc^ 
c/ SEAM  not  perttapela 
«  OaiB  not  raporM 

Puerto  Rioo  het  rMpondwj  wtti  numbirt  of  Unr^  SpMh  Proao*«nt  (LSP)  itidKitt.  O  "''^ 
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Number  and  Percent  of  LSP  Students  Reported  to  Have  Dropped  Out  or  Been  Retained, 
by  State:  1991-92  and  1992-93 


1992-93  Ltr  Dropouts 


1991-92  LEP  R»tim»d 


1 992-93  LEPRititned 


Sttt# 

Numbsf 

Percent  a/ 

Number 

fNurnov 

b/ 

hi 

or 

Alts)cA 

Or 

or 

hi 

hi 

AriZont 

b/ 

b/ 

hi 

hi 

Arktnsts 

Gr 

K/ 

or 

Cr 

Or 

V^aiiiornia 

b/ 

0/ 

or 

Or 

336 

1  3 

882 

0.9 

QA 

ft  ^ 

099 

1  4 

Connecticut 

of 

1 1  3 

0.6 

b/ 

hi 

b/ 

g 

hi 

AA 
09 

0.9 

283 

A  n 

b/ 

or 

K/ 

or 

Fiortds 

1.083 

1  1 

1  367 

1 . 1 

3,675 

3.8 

4,81 1 

0.  / 

tv 

b/ 

b/ 

or 

Hftwtii 

J9 

0.3 

0  0 

CO 

0.2 

453 

4.3 

514 

4.6 

Idaho 

b/ 

107 

2.3 

hi 

57 

1 .2 

Illinois 

482 

0.6 

482 

0.5 

hi 

hi 

Indians 

137 

2.8 

16 

0.3 

207 

4.3 

174 

3.5 

Iowa 

93 

2.1 

111 

2.4 

68 

1.5 

A*^ 

Kansas 

a* 

1.5 

171 

2.5 

80 

1 .3 

96 

1 .4 

K/ 
or 

n  A 

hi 

9 

ft  "5 
U.O 

Louisisns 

1 00 

9  1 

OA 

1  A 

9.& 

ITA 

1  r  0 

3.0 

Msins 

1  u 

u.o 

ft  A 

0 1 
£  1 

1  0 

9 

0.3 

Msrylsnd 

1 

1  00 

I.J 

1  ft 

£./ 

ft  T 
U.  f 

Msssachusatts 

996 

2.3 

708 

1.6 

hi 

hi 

K/ 
Gv 

b/ 

Ur 

Or 

Minnssots 

Dr 

341 

1 .9 

475 

3.0 

395 

2.2 

Mississippi 

0.8 

1 66 

5.4 

4.5 

Missouri 

Or 

9 

ft  1 

U.  I 

Or 

0  1 

ft  c 
V.9 

Montans 

66 

1 .0 

1 27 

1 .6 

2l  2 

3. 1 

113 

1.4 

iNvorasiia 

A  A 

<sft 

9  T 
£.  r 

Aft 

ft 
o.u 

Nsvsds 

mo 

1  0 

j  20 

1  ft 

1  00 

1  9 
1  .£ 

1  CO 
1  99 

1  3 

b/ 

b/ 

hi 

hi 

1 .869 

3.9 

530 

1  1 

hi 

hi 

1  ,943 

J.U 

1  A^A 

1  ,o#o 

0  9 

1  9CA 
1  ,^99 

1  ftT7 

1 .3 

(SiMi  Ynrk 

b/ 

b/ 

K/ 

or 

hi 

i^Of  in  wafOiiria 

0.8 

147 

y  -f 

OAft 

0.  / 

9ftO 

^.0 

1 .3 

0 

0.0 

111 

1  9 

0 

0.0 

Ohio 

242 

2.2 

20 

0.2 

ovo 

3.5 

474 

4.3 

vJKjsnoma 

197 

1 . 1 

348 

1 .8 

314 

1 .8 

73 1 

0.  / 

Ors^on 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

hi 

Psnnaytvania 

c/ 

c/ 

cJ 

d 

Rhods  Islsnd 

b/ 

1 3 

0.2 

hi 

hi 

South  Carolina 

13 

0.9 

17 

1.1 

27 

1.8 

29 

1.8 

South  Dakota 

29 

0.3 

116 

1.4 

49 

0.5 

1 13 

1.4 

Tsnnsssss 

98 

3.7 

66 

2.4 

84 

3.2 

70 

2.5 

Tsxss 

b/ 

- 

hi 

hi 

- 

hi 

- 

Utah 

714 

3.0 

598 

2.4 

19 

0.1 

bi 

- 

Vermont 

b/ 

— 

b/ 

— 

hi 

- 

hi 

— 

Virginis 

C/ 

c/ 

— 

Ci 

— 

d 

— 

Washington 

1,807 

5.3 

1.807 

5.5 

342 

1.0 

342 

1.0 

Wsat  Virginia 

C/ 

- 

d 

- 

d 

- 

d 

— 

Wisconsin 

311 

2.1 

361 

2.4 

321 

2.1 

268 

1.9 

Wyoming 

1  5 

0.8 

12 

0.6 

22 

1.1 

27 

1.3 

iTotal  U.S.  and  D.C. 

11,684 

2.0 

10.858 

1.6 

9,642 

2.4 

10,685 

2.4  1 

Amsncan  Samoa 

11 

0.1 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

Guam 

0/ 

d 

d 

d 

Nortt)ern  Marianaa 

169 

2.0 

b/ 

hi 

hi 

Palau 

b/ 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

Pusrio  Rico  (V 

b/ 

bi 

br' 

hi 

Virgin  Istanda 

b/ 

hi 

b/ 

bi 

Total  U.S..  O.C.. 

and  Tsrritoriaa 

11.864 

2.0 

10.858 

1.5 

9.642 

2.3 

10.685 

2.3 

ERIC 
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Number  and  Percent  of  LEP  Students  Scoring  Below  ttie  State  Norm,  by  Subject 
Area  Tested  and  State:  1991-92  and  1992-93 


1991-92  Mith»mitrc3 


1992-93  Mtthtmanc$ 


State 

Numt>er 

Percent  a/ 

NiimhMr 

reroeni  a/ 

Numb#r 

Percent  a/ 

983 

58.8 

i  .0  /  9 

70  n 

COX 
0c4 

31 .4 

1,125 

48.2 

h/ 

Or 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Arizont 

16.974 

22.4 

25  670 

30  7 

^fi  fi^A 

1 0,0  1  # 

21 .9 

25. 181 

30.1 

c/ 

b/ 

/*/ 

w 

b/ 

Calif  ormt 

b/ 

Of 

K/ 
Of 

—   .  -Jl  

b/ 

4  499 

i  0.  V 

n 

D4.0 

2,1 54 

8.6 

6.854 

27  6 

hJ 
Of 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Oslawars 

b/ 

h/ 

Of 

Or 

Or 

District  of  Columbia 

b/ 

b/ 

K/ 

Or 

Florida 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Kl 
Of 

GoorQia 

b/ 

b/ 

Of 

b/ 

0  QiA 

£0.W> 

ACm 

31.0 

2.051 

19.7 

2,487 

22.1 

Idaho 

3,628 

72.9 

1  464 

31 .7 

1  .90/ 

39.9 

1 .190 

25.8 

lllinnK 

mil 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

InHiAna 

11  lUIOl  Iff 

4  822 

1 00.0 

5  017 

1 00  0 

of 

b/ 

Iowa 

b/ 

550 

1 2. 1 

O/ 

450 

9.9 

Kansas 

1  ,0\AJ 

1 ,322 

1 9.2 

853 

13.8 

745 

10.8 

51 4 

J  J.O 

Q  0 

635 

41 . 1 

69 

4.0 

I       fitf  1 A  r%  A 

uouisiana 

C,\J  1  1 

0 

4U.  / 

1,186 

13. 1 

1,331 

22.6 

Maine 

1  cc 

R  Q 
0.9 

JO/ 

£  1  .J 

122 

6.9 

337 

21.3 

fyxmi  y Iff!  lu 

b/ 

Or 

b/ 

b^ 

M  assa  c  hu  setts 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Ky 
o/ 

bf 

•Villi  nwauis 

0,0 

A.'i 
^J.  O 

T  TCO 

4  J.  1 

5,461 

34.6 

5,539 

30.8 

1  J.^ 

1  KAA 
1 .0D4 

40. 0 

243 

7.9 

1,232 

38.2 

kJiCttAi  in 
IV1l99WUri 

40O 

1  1  O 

040 

14.8 

41 1 

9.4 

605 

13.9 

nflOMusna 

£,001 

2.470 

31.6 

tv 

bf 

Nebraska 

766 

41 .3 

301 

115 

7  AH 

/  40 

40.3 

Z7S 

10.6 

NaujiHji 

2  138 

19.9 

1  48l 

1  0  "5 

1  70^ 

1 6. 1 

1,141 

9.5 

i^vW  riOili^OIIIIV 

IV 

'30  1! 

Ky 

Of 

202 

20.1 

b/ 

1  759 

K/ 

o/ 

1 ,399 

2.8 

«34,o 

28,805 

34.4 

1 4,494 

22.5 

24,199 

28.9 

himw  Ynrk 

9  1  ,#£D 

#9.3 

0U,4//% 

41.4 

34,666 

18.8 

35.141 

18.1 

i^uiiii  v/«ruiins 

/  .u 

Dr 

355 

5,1 

b/ 

North  Dakota 

1,228 

12.8 

b/ 

7*3 

7-7 

b/ 

Ohio 

2.788 

25.0  • 

3  45l 

J  1  .u 

"  .DO  1 

14.9 

1 ,959 

17.6 

07  C 

D,JV9 

32.5 

4,050 

22.9 

4,480 

22.7 

OreQon 

3,485 

27.6 

b/ 

Ky 

Of 

Ot 

Pennsylvania 

d 

d 

w 

«/ 

Rhode  Island 

b/ 

7,839 

93.9 

b/ 

Ky 

Of 

South  Carolina 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Ky 

Of 

South  Dakota 

662 

7.4 

2,064 

25.2 

670 

7.5 

1  ,9  J3 

0*3  a 

^  J.O 

Tennessee 

b/ 

1,000 

36.1 

b/ 

567 

20.5 

Texas 

79.628 

24.0 

102,259 

29.6 

80,466 

24.2 

102,951 

29.8 

Utah 

4.04« 

17.2 

148 

0.6 

3,409 

14.4 

323 

1.3 

Vermont 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

b/ 

- 

b/ 

- 

Virginia 

d 

— 

c/ 

- 

c/ 

d 

- 

Washington 

- 

b/ 

- 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

West  Virginia 

d 

— 

- 

c/ 

- 

d 

- 

Wisconsin 

4.392 

29.0 

270 

1.8 

2,598 

17.1 

202 

1.4 

f  tyuminy 

4/,  J 

930 

45.9 

442 

22.1 

382 

18.8 

Total  U.S.  and  D.C. 

267,832 

30.7 

305.493 

31.6 

178,260 

21.0 

222.355 

23.5  1 

American  Samoa 

5,802 

49.2 

'  6,888 

49.3 

b/ 

- 

3.549 

25.4 

Guam 

c/ 

d 

/*/ 
w 

c/ 

Northern  Marianas 

W 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Palau 

b/ 

W 

b/ 

b/ 

Puerto  Rico  d/ 

55 

0,2 

55 

0.0 

40 

0.1 

40 

0.0 

Virgin  Islands 

b/ 

375 

29.3 

b/ 

328 

25.6 

Total  U.S.,  D.C, 

and  Territories 

273,689 

29.8 

312.811 

27.7 

178,300 

20.2 

226,272 

20.4 

•/  P«ro«nltgt  wM  caloulati 

KjbftMdonloWt 

from  only  tWMM 

■IM  m$qrnHnQ  )o  tw  ftp^alc  (Ma  itom  ind  t>tt  kX 

WUEP  tnroarTMnt 

ERJC 
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Number  and  Percent  of  LEP  Students  Scoring  Below  ttie  State  Noi    by  Subject 
Area  Tested  and  State:  1991  -92  and  1992-93 


1991-92  Scnnc<  1992-93  SciTic#  1991-92  Social  StudHs  1992-93  Socfl  Studies 


State 

Numb«r 

Percent  a/ 

'  Number 

Percent  a/ 

Number 

Percent  a/ 

Number 

Percent  a/ 

Alabama 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Alaska 

b/ 

— 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Arizona 

b/ 

b/ 

— 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Arkansas 

- 

bf 

cf 

- 

bf 

- 

California 

b/ 

- 

b/ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Colorado 

b/ 

- 

b/ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Connecticut 

hi 

b/ 

bf 

- 

0/ 

- 

Delaware 

b/ 

— 

bf 

— 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

District  of  Columbia 

b/ 

— 

bf 

— 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Florida 

b/ 

— 

b/ 

— 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Georgia 

b/ 

— 

b/ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Hawaii 

b/ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Idaho 

bf 

bf 

bf 

- 

bf 

Illinois 

b/ 

- 

b/ 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Indiana 

b/ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

bf 

- 

iowa 

b/ 

- 

165 

3.6 

bf 

- 

181 

4.0 

Kansas 

^b/ 

- 

148 

2.1 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Kentucky 

b/ 

- 

71 

4.1 

bf 

- 

95 

5.5 

Louisiana 

1,217 

13.5 

1,147 

19.5 

1,196 

13.2 

1,137 

19.3 

Mama 

122 

6.9 

387 

21.3 

122 

6.9 

bf 

Maryland 

b/ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

Massachusetts 

- 

bf 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Michigan 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Minnasota 

b^ 

- 

1,700 

9.5 

bf 

- 

1.134 

6.3 

Mississippi 

7 

0.2 

bf 

- 

6 

0.2 

bf 

Missouri 

412 

9.5 

546 

12.5 

432 

9.9 

552 

12.6 

Montana 

b^ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Nebraska 

b/ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Nevada 

b/ 

— 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

New  Hampshire 

b/ 

- 

200 

19.9 

bf 

- 

222 

22.1 

New  Jersey 

b/ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

New  Mexico 

t/ 

- 

15,924 

19.0 

bf 

- 

16.115 

19.2 

New  York 

b/ 

- 

bf 

bf 

- 

bf 

North  Carolina 

252 

3.6 

bf 

- 

146 

2.1 

bf 

- 

North  Dakota 

396 

4.1 

bf 

33 

0.3 

bf 

- 

Ohio 

644 

5.8 

872 

7.8 

605 

5.4 

1,068 

9.6 

Okiahoma 

1.049 

5.9 

1,251 

8.3 

1.049 

5.9 

1.251 

6.3 

Oregon 

b/ 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

Pennsylvania 

C/ 

— 

cf 

cf 

- 

Cf 

- 

Rhode  Island 

b/ 

— 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

bf 

- 

South  Carolina 

b/ 

bf 

— 

bf 

- 

bf 

South  Dakota 

b/ 

bf 

bf 

bf 

Tennessee 

b/ 

bf 

Of 

bf 

Texas 

104,140 

31.4 

54  353 

1  D.O 

1 04. 

0 1 .4 

53,934 

1 5.6 

Utah 

3,835 

16.3  . 

114 

0.5 

3.835 

16.3 

0 

0.0 

Vermont 

b/ 

- 

bf 

bf 

bf 

Virginia 

G/ 

— 

Cf 

cf 

cf 

Washington 

b/ 

bf 

bf 

bf 

West  Virginia 

c/ 

cf 

cf 

cf 

Wisconsin 

b/ 

- 

205 

1.4 

bf 

- 

193 

1.3 

Wyoming 

320 

16.0 

340 

16.8 

112 

5.6 

bf 

iTotal  U.S.  and  D.C. 

112,394 

26.7 

77.423 

14.2 

111,738 

26.5 

75.882 

14.2 

Amencan  Samoa 

b/ 

4,271 

30.6 

bf 

5,327 

38.1 

Guam 

0/ 

Cf 

d 

Cf 

Northern  Marianas 

b/ 

bf 

bf 

bf 

Patau 

b/ 

bf 

bf 

bf 

Puerto  Rioo  d/ 

b/ 

bf 

bf 

bf 

Virgin  Islanda 

b/ 

313 

24.4 

bf 

332 

25.9 

Total  U.S.,  D.C, 

and  Territoriaa 

112,394 

26.7 

82,007 

14.6 

111.738 

26.5 

81.541 

14.8 

ftT  P«roen«iO»  WM  otiodaM  bM«j  on  lolitt  frorn  <x^ly  IWM  «IMM  r*t^^ 
h/Dnanotftporttd. 
O     c/  SEA  Od  no<  pfSclpH. 

'  |^"«Pueftof^haar«ipondedwttttnumtortofUmMSpei^Pro4^^  D  3 
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i 


c 
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5 
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lis 

S  S  g  si! 
£  5  8  £^ 

1 1 J 


SIS 


111 


•ft  2  -o 
^.2  ■ 

8  '5 
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I  g  5 
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fee  . 

I  h  ^ 

•S  tS  ^  s 


■S  5  .S 


■11 


§5 


I 


■=  -Ji  ^ 

211 

5  « 

£  ja  5 


ERIC 


ERIC 


ERIC 


Table  B5 
(1  of  2) 


Methods  Used  to  identity  LEP  Students,  by  Stale:  1992-93 


Student 

Teacher 

Teacher 

ParefTt 

Student 

State 

Records 

Observation 

Interview 

Referral 

Information 

Grades 

Alabama 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

Alaska 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Arizona 

NO 

NO 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

Arkansas 

NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

California 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Colorado 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

Connecticut 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

Delaware 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

District  of  Columbia 

YES 

NO 

NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Rorida 

NO 

NO 

NO 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Georgia 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Hawaii 

YES 

NO 

NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Idaho 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Illinois 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Indiana 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

YES 

lov/a 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

YES 

Kansas 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Kentucky 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Louisiana 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Maine 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

Maryland 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Massachusetts 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

Michigan 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Minnesota 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

YES 

YES 

Mississippi 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Missouri 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Montana 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Nebraska 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Nevada 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

New  Hampshire 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

New  Jersey 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

New  Mexico 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

New  York 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

North  Carolina 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

North  Dakota 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Ohio 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Oklahoma 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Oregon 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Pennsylvania 

1/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

Rhode  Island 

NO 

NO 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

South  Carolina 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

South  Dakota 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Tennessee 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Texas 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Utah 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Vermont 

NO 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Virginia 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

Washington 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

West  Virgm« 

a/ 

V 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

Wisconsin 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Wyoming 

NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

American  Samoa 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Guam 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

Northefn  Marianas 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

YES 

NO 

Palau 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

YES 

YES 

Puerto  Rico 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

Virgin  Islands 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

1  Total  Number  Using  Method 

42 

44 

38 

40 

48 

38  1 
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Table  B5 
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Memoes  Used  to  identity  LEP  Students,  by  State:  1992-93 


nuiiiv  uvnguvgc 

Infnrmal 
lillUi  msi 

Language 

Achiavamant 

Cntanon 

Survay 

Assessmeni 

Proficiancv  Tost 

1  ast 

Refarancad  Test 

Other 

AlftbcmA 

Y  to 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

Alcski 

N\J 

NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Arizona 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

Arkansas 

1  bo 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Calrfornia 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Colorado 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

Connecticut 

Yc5 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Delaware 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

YES 

Dtstnct  of  Columbia 

YcS 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

rioriaa 

Tbo 

NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Gaoryia 

Tbo 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Hawaii 

NU 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Idaho 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Illinois 

vcc 
T  bo 

VCC 

T  bo 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

Indiana 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Iowa 

vcc 
Tbo 

NVJ 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Kansas 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

Kantuclcy 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

Louisiana 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Mairta 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Maryland 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Massachusetts 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Michigan 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

Minnesota 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Mississippi 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Missouri 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Montana 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

Nebraska 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Navada 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Naw  Hampshira 

TbS 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

YES 

Naw  Jarsay 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Naw  Maxico 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

Naw  York 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Nofth  Carolina 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

North  (jakota 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Ohio 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Liraanoma 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Oragon 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

Pannsyfvanta 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

vcc 
T  bo 

VCC 

Tbo 

YES 

NO 

YES 

ovuin  v>vioiinc 

VCQ 
T  CO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

VCQ 
T  CO 

VCC 

Tbo 

VCC 

Tbo 

VCC 

Tbo 

NO 

YES 

Tannassaa 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

Taxas 

VPQ 
T  CO 

VCC 

T  bo 

VCC 

Tbo 

YtS 

YES 

Utah 

VPQ 
T  CO 

VCQ 
T  CO 

VCC 

T  bo 

VCC 

Tbo 

VCC 

Ybb 

NO 

▼  vl  1  1  1 VI  It 

VFQ 

T  CO 

VCQ 
T  CO 

VCC 

Tbo 

NO 

NO 

NO 

VirniniA 

▼  il  Ull  IW 

■/ 

w 

a/ 
W 

ml 

ml 

mi 

a/ 
w 

a/ 

Vf  «9ningion 

VCC 

Tbo 

NO 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

ml 

mi 

a/ 

ml 
w 

a/ 

Tf  i9Con9in 

VCC 

Tbo 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Wyoming 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

VCQ 
T  CO 

Amarican  Samoa 

YES 

NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

Guam 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

a/ 

Northarn  Marianas 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

Patau 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

YES 

Puarto  Rico 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

YES 

Virgin  Islands 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

YES 

llotai  Number  Using  Mathod 

50 

38 

50 

38 

22 

27 

•/S£A<Mr>o(p«raclpali. 
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Table  86 

Total  LEP  Students  Enrolled  in  Special  Programs  to  Meet  Their  Educational 

(1  of  3) 

Needs,  by  Slate:  1991-92  and  1992-93 

Percent  LEP  Enrolled 

in 

Total  LEP  Enrollment 

Total  LEP  Enrolled  in  Special  Programs 

Special  Programs 

State 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92 

1992-93 

%  Change  a/ 

1991-92  b/      1992-93  b/ 

AlaDama 

1,671 

2,332 

474 

2.261 

377.0 

28.4 

97.0 

Alaska 

12.056 

13.489 

12,056 

13.489 

11.9 

100.0 

100.0 

Arizona 

75,941 

83,643 

60.725 

75.781 

24.8 

80.0 

90.6 

Arkansas 

0/ 

3,423 

C/ 

1.502 

43.9 

California 

1.078.705 

1.151.819 

821.511 

893.956 

8.8 

76.2 

77  6 

Colorado 

25.025 

24.876 

17.318 

17.314 

0.0 

69.2 

69.6 

Connecticut 

16,703 

17.637 

15.216 

15.390 

1.1 

91.1 

87.3 

Delaware 

2.086 

1.847 

907 

1.079 

19.0 

43.5 

58.4 

District  of  Columbia 

3,555 

5,132 

3.513 

4.614 

31.3 

98.8 

89  9 

Florida 

97.288 

130.131 

83.825 

119.520 

42.6 

86.2 

9^.8 

Georgia 

7.955 

10.043 

6.737 

7.329 

8.8 

84.7 

73.0 

Hawaii 

10.433 

11,251 

10.335 

1 1.172 

8.1 

99.1 

99.3 

Idaho 

4.980 

4.616 

4.257 

4.679 

7.6 

85.5 

99.2 

Illinois 

87,178 

94,471 

81.849 

95.297 

16.4 

93.9 

100.9 

Indiana 

4.822 

5.017 

1.976 

1,767 

-10.6 

41.0 

35.2 

Iowa 

4.417 

4,556 

4,180 

3.983 

-4.7 

94.6 

87.4 

Kansas 

6,180 

6,900 

5.964 

6,557 

10.6 

J6.5 

95.6 

Kentucky 

1,544 

1,738 

1,281 

1.306 

2.0 

83.0 

75  ^ 

Louisiana 

9,040 

5,890 

6,858 

5.235 

-23.7 

75.9 

88.9 

Maine 

1,770 

1.820 

1,142 

1,283 

12.3 

64.5 

70.5 

Maryland 

12,580 

12,719 

12.486 

12.513 

0.2 

99  3 

98  4 

Massachusetts 

42,912 

45,405 

38,346 

38.849 

1.3 

89.4 

85.6 

Michigan 

36,720 

37,272 

18,475 

20.708 

12.1 

50.3 

55.6 

Minnesota 

15,769 

17,979 

15,036 

15.671 

4.2 

95.4 

87.2 

Mississippi 

3.058 

3.222 

2.564 

2.148 

-16.2 

83.8 

66.7 

Missouri 

4,350 

4,365 

3.866 

88  6 

Montana 

6,824 

7,817 

3,845 

3.338 

-13.2 

56.3 

42.7 

Nebraska 

1,856 

2,823 

1,265 

1,251 

-1.1 

68.2 

47.7 

Nevada 

10,735 

12,040 

9,733 

1 1,495 

18.1 

90.7 

95  5 

New  Hampshire 

1.135 

1.004 

672 

619 

-7.9 

59.2 

61.7 

New  Jersey 

47,515 

49.627 

45,204 

46.573 

3.0 

95. 1 

93.8 

New  Mexico 

64,307 

83.771 

50,228 

67,028 

33.4 

78. 1 

80.0 

New  York 

184.857 

1 94. 593 

152,473 

152,032 

-0.3 

70  1 

fO.  1 

North  Carolina 

7,026 

8,900 

d/ 

6,601 

74.2 

North  Dakota 

9.579 

8.652 

1,866 

3,267 

75.1 

19.5 

37.8 

Ohio 

11,172 

1 1,125 

9,482 

9,465 

-0.2 

84.9 

85.1 

Oklahoma 

17.705 

19.714 

14,861 

17,679 

19.0 

83.9 

89.7 

Oregon  W 

12,605 

16.359 

9,427 

16,359 

73.5 

74.8 

100.0 

Pennsylvania 

0/ 

0/ 

C/ 

0/ 

Rhode  Island 

8,142 

8.350 

8,142 

7,839 

-3.7 

100.0 

93.9 

South  Carolina 

1,466 

1.594 

1,179 

1,389 

17.8 

80.4 

87.1 

South  Dakota 

8,961 

8.197 

4,537 

4,977 

9.7 

50.6 

60.7 

Tennessee 

2,636 

2,770 

2,586 

2,622 

1.4 

98.1 

94.7 

Texas 

331,869 

344,915 

282,744 

313,654 

10.9 

85.2 

90.9 

Utah 

23,508 

24.447 

9,645 

10,088 

4.4 

40.9 

•»  1 

Vermont 

560 

723 

300 

363 

21 .0 

51  7 

Virginia 

c/ 

Cr 

Cr 

Cf 

Washington 

0£,0t>0 

34,091 

-5.1 

99.4 

98.4 

West  Virginia 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

Wisconsin 

15,159 

14,788 

13,758 

12,665 

•7.9 

90.8 

85.6 

Wyoming 

1.996 

2,027 

1,041 

980 

-5.9 

52.2 

48.3 

ITotal  U.S.  and  D.C. 

0  "Tin  T7i; 

£,30o,4o/ 

1  ,oU4, 110 

2,099.912 

1 1.4 

79.5 

82.1  1 

American  Samoa 

11.788 

13,972 

4,995 

6,766 

35.5 

42.4 

48.4 

Guam 

0/ 

0/ 

c/ 

c/ 

Northern  Marianas 

8.307 

9,564 

3,088 

5.448 

76.4 

37.2 

57.0 

2.823 

2.823 

1,847 

1,847 

0.0 

65.4 

65.4 

Puerto  RIco  f/ 

34.619 

149.824 

4,875 

12,728 

161.1 

14.1 

8.5 

Virgin  Islands 

2.400 

1.282 

839 

1,028 

22.5 

35.0 

80.2 

1  Total  U.S..  D.C,  and  Territories 

2,430,712 

2,735,952 

1.899,754 

2.127.829 

12.0 

78.2 

77.8  1 

•/  Ptroemege  wm  oateutUd  tMMd  on  kXait  from  on(y  t>OM  timt  rMpcrxfog  to  tfWt  data  item  tor  both  ymn. 
t/  Ptroentage  wm  cuicmaltd  b«Md  on  loMt  from  only  t>OM  ttalM  retponding  to  bo<h  date  itomt. 
c/SEA(idno<p«iMpa«». 
Date  no<  rtpocted. 

^  MTT>eL£Poour1forOr«OOn(ttocL£Pp«r1kipeingandtttM^^ 

I  f  ^7  Putti  BtoQ  rm  retpondrd  ^  nanimt  of  Utntted  Spttrm  Profictent  (LSP)  ttudente. 
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Table  86  PUBLIC  ONLY:  LEP  Students  Enrolled  in  Special  Programs  to  Meet  Their 

(2  of  3)  Educational  Needs,  by  State:  1991-92  and  1992-93 

Percent  Public  LEP  Enrolled 


Public  LEP  Enrollment 

Public  LEP  Enrolled  in  Special  Proorams 

in  Special  Programs 

Sttt« 

1991*92 

1992-93 

1991-SJ! 

1992-93 

%  ChanQe  $J 

1991-92  tV 

1992-93  b/ 

Aitbtmt 

1 .67 1 

2.332 

474 

2.261 

377.0 

28.4 

97.0 

AltskA 

12.056 

13.489 

12,056 

13.489 

11.9 

100.0 

100.0 

Arizona 

67.398 

75.910 

58.627 

73.263 

25.0 

87.0 

96.5 

Arkansas 

c/ 

3.423 

c/ 

1.502 

— 

— 

43.9 

California 

1.078.705 

1.151.819 

821.511 

893.956 

8.8 

76.2 

77.6 

Colorado 

25.025 

24.876 

17,318 

17.314 

0.0 

69.2 

69.6 

Connecticut 

16.703 

17,637 

15.216 

15.390 

1.1 

91.1 

87  3 

Oelawara 

1.929 

1,701 

907 

1.079 

19.0 

47.0 

63.4 

District  of  Columbia 

3,461 

4.620 

3.461 

4.520 

30.6 

100.0 

97.8 

Florida 

97.288 

130.131 

83.825 

119.520 

42.6 

86.2 

91.8 

Gaorgia 

7.817 

9.803 

6.737 

7,329 

8.8 

86.2 

74.8 

Hawaii 

10.335 

1 1,172 

10,335 

11.172 

8.1 

100.0 

100.0 

Idaho 

4,970 

4.596 

4,247 

4,559 

7.3 

85.5 

99.2 

Illinois 

87,178 

94,471 

81,849 

95.297 

16.4 

93.9 

100.9 

Indiana 

4.822 

5,017 

1,976 

1,767 

-10.6 

41.0 

35.2 

Iowa 

4.266 

4.319 

4,133 

3,953 

-4.4 

96.9 

91.5 

Kansas 

6.066 

6,900 

5,964 

6.597 

10.6 

98.3 

95.6 

Kantucky 

1,544 

1.658 

1,266 

1.295 

2.3 

82.0 

78.1 

Louisiana 

8.339 

5,878 

6.858 

5.233 

-23.7 

82.2 

89.0 

Mama 

1.662 

1.713 

1,079 

1,207 

11.9 

64.9 

70.5 

Maryland 

12,101 

12,076 

12.101 

12.076 

-0.2 

100.0 

100.0 

Massachusatts 

42.598 

41,580 

38,043 

38.636 

1.6 

89.3 

92.9 

Michigan 

3«.720 

37.272 

18.475 

20.708 

12.1 

50.3 

55.6 

Minnesota 

^5,769 

17,979 

15,036 

15.671 

4.2 

95.4 

87.2 

Mississippi 

1,748 

1.891 

1,287 

1.316 

2.3 

73.8 

69.6 

Missouri 

3.838 

3.804 

d/ 

3.705 

— 

- 

97.4 

Montana 

6.374 

7,341 

3,845 

3.240 

-15.7 

60.3 

44.1 

Nabraska 

1.305 

2.482 

1.249 

1.225 

-1.9 

69.2 

49.4 

Nevada 

10.664 

11,970 

9.684 

1 1.447 

18.2 

90.8 

95.6 

New  Hampshire 

1,0S4 

842 

591 

514 

•13.0 

56.1 

61.0 

New  Jersey 

45.204 

46.573 

45.204 

46.573 

3.0 

100.0 

100.0 

New  Mexico 

64.307 

83,771 

50.228 

67.028 

33.4 

78.1 

80.0 

New  York 

165.484 

173,347 

148.706 

149.819 

0.7 

89.9 

86.4 

North  Carolina 

7,026 

8,867 

d/ 

6.568 

- 

- 

74.1 

North  Dakota 

8,076 

6,835 

1,693 

2.886 

70.5 

21.0 

42.2 

Ohio 

10.596 

10.304 

9.052 

9.029 

-0.3 

85.4 

87.6 

Oklahoma 

16,393 

19.368 

14,833 

17.812 

18.7 

90.5 

90.9 

Oregon  e/ 

12,605 

16.359 

9,427 

16.359 

73.5 

74.8 

100.0 

Pennsylvania 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

Hnooe  island 

7,839 

7,849 

7.839 

2.5 

100.0 

100.0 

South  Carolina 

1 .502 

1.109 

1,306 

17.8 

79.4 

87.0 

oouin  uaKoia 

2.888 

2,448 

-15.2 

49.4 

54.1 

1  Ann AASAA 

0  711 
£.  f  J  1 

2.598 

3. 1 

98.1 

95.1 

Texaa 

331,054 

343.356 

281.929 

312.095 

10.7 

85.2 

90.9 

Utah 

23.596 

24,447 

9,645 

10.068 

4.4 

40.9 

41.2 

Vermont 

550 

714 

295 

360 

-  22.0 

53.6 

50.4 

Virginia 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

- 

- 

- 

Washington 

33,904 

32.339 

33.904 

32,339 

-4.6 

100.0 

100.0 

Weat  Virginia 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

- 

- 

- 

Wisconsin 

14,876 

14.243 

13,680 

12.547 

-8.3 

93.2 

88.1 

Wyoming 

1,705 

1.952 

750 

930 

24.0 

44.0 

47.6 

iTotal  U.S.  and  O.C. 

2.326.546 

2,507,776 

1.871,861 

2,087,645 

11.5 

ao.4 

83.2 

American  Samoa 

10.964 

12.441 

4,487 

5.847 

30.3 

40.9 

47.0 

Guam 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

Northern  Marianas 

6.571 

7.632 

3.088 

5,448 

76.4 

47.0 

71.4 

PalBU 

2,175 

2,175 

1.586 

1.568 

0.0 

73.0 

73.0 

Puerto  Rico  f/ 

32.119 

149,824 

4.875 

12.728 

161.1 

15.2 

8.5 

Virgin  Islanda  c/ 

2.400 

1.282 

839 

1.028 

22.5 

35.0 

80.2 

llotal  U.S.,  D.C.,  and  Temtoriea 

2.380.7'r5 

2,681,130 

1.886.538 

2.114,284 

12.1 

79.2 

78.9 

f  Pfoantigi  wm  rwizitma  tmmi  on  loWi  from  only  tx>M  mmm  rMponcing  to  (Nt  (Mi  Nmti  tor  bott  yMrt. 
V  Ptornmgt  wM  mc\Mma  b«Md  on  toMi  from  on(y  thoM  %mm  rMpondng  to  boti  (Mi  itomr 
c/  SEA  (M  fxX  pmitapm. 

(^ 0«(i no< ropomd.  O  O 

a^T>^LEPQ<xjmtof  Ofogonittof  lEPpartelpeir^gindlilher^tominun^  L/ L) 

Y      ^  '^^'•^  ^  ^  r»opood»d  with  numbtrt  o<  UmHid  SqMh  Proaoiont  (tSP)  ttxtontt. 
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TatHe  86  NONPUBLIC  ONLY:  LEP  Students  Enrolled  in  Special  Programs  to  Meet  Their 

(3  of  3)  Educational  Needs,  by  State:  1 991  -92  and  1 992-93 


Percent  Nonpublic  LEP 

Nonpublic  LEP  Enrollment 

Nonpublic  LEP  Enrolled  in  Special  Programs 

in  Special  Proorams 

State 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92 

1992-93 

%  Change  a/ 

1991-92   b/  1992-93 

Alabama 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Alaska 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona 

8.543 

7.733 

2,098 

2.518 

20.0 

24.6 

32.6 

Arkansas 

0/ 

d/ 

0/ 

d/ 

California 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Colorado 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Connacticut 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

0 

Oelawara 

157 

146 

0 

0 

District  of  Columbia 

94 

512 

52 

94 

80.8 

55.3 

18.4 

Plonda 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

QeorQia 

138 

240 

0 

0 

Hawaii 

98 

79 

0 

0 

Idaho 

10 

20 

10 

20 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

Illinois 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

0 

Indiana 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Iowa 

151 

237 

47 

30 

-36.2 

31.1 

12.7 

Kansas 

114 

d/ 

0 

d/ 

Kentucky 

d/ 

80 

15. 

1 1 

-26.7 

13.8 

Louisiana 

701 

12 

d/ 

2 

16.7 

Maine 

108 

107 

63 

76 

20.6 

58.3 

71.0 

Maryland 

479 

643 

385 

437 

13.5 

80.4 

oo.yj 

Massachusetts 

314 

3.825 

303 

213 

-29.7 

96.5 

Michigan 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Minnesota 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Mississippi 

1.310 

1.331 

1,277 

832 

-34.8 

97.5 

62.5 

Missouri 

512 

561 

d/ 

161 

Montana 

450 

476 

0 

98 

20.6 

Nebraska 

51 

141 

16 

26 

62.5 

31 .4 

1 8.4 

Nevada 

71 

70 

49 

48 

-2.0 

(tQ  f\ 
09.U 

68.6 

New  Hampshire 

81 

162 

81 

105 

29.6 

64.8 

New  Jersey 

2.31 1 

3.054 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Naw  York 

19.373 

21.246 

3.767 

2,213 

-41.3 

19  4 

North  Carolina 

d/ 

33 

d/ 

33 

100.0 

North  Dakota 

1,503 

JJ17 

173 

381 

120.2 

11.5 

Ohio 

576 

821 

430 

436 

1.4 

74.7 

53. 1 

Oklahoma 

1.312 

346 

28 

67 

139.3 

2,1 

19.4 

Oregon 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Pennsylvania 

c/ 

c/ 

0/ 

c/ 

Rhode  Island 

493 

511 

493 

0 

100.0 

South  Carolina 

70 

92 

70 

83 

18.6 

100.0 

90.2 

South  Dakota 

3.113 

3,670 

1,649 

2.529 

53.4 

53.0 

68.9 

Tennessee 

67 

39 

67 

24 

-64.2 

100.0 

61.5 

Texas 

815 

1 ,559 

815 

1,559 

91.3 

100.0 

100.0 

Utah 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vermont 

30 

9 

5 

3 

-40.0 

1 6.7 

33.3 

Virginia 

c/ 

c/ 

Cr 

c/ 

wasnin^ion 

410 

3  1  9 

d/ 

45.6 

West  Virginia 

c/ 

Cr 

Of 

c/ 

Wisconsin 

483 

545 

78 

118 

51.3 

16.1 

21.7 

Wyoming 

291 

75 

291 

50 

-82.8 

100.0 

66.7 

iTotal  U.S.  and  D.C. 

44,229 

50,71 1 

12,449 

12,167 

-2.3 

28.1 

American  Samoa 

824 

1,531 

508 

919 

80.9 

61.7 

60.0 

Guam 

C/ 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

- 

Northern  Marianas 

1.736 

1,932 

0 

0 

Palau 

648 

&48 

259 

259 

0.0 

40.0 

40.0 

Puerto  Rico  V 

2.500 

d/ 

d/ 

d/ 

Virgin  Islands  c/ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ITotal  U.S.,  D.C.  and  Tamtones  49.937 

54,622 

13,216 

13,345 

1.0 

26.5 

24.3  1 

PtrcenHoa  wet  oaloulaM  t 

Med  on  toMt  from  onty  t>oM  tlat 

•1  rMpoodng  to  tM  d( 

i«a  (torn  tor  bot)  yMrt 

b/  Ptroenligt  wM  (Mci*m(i  t 

«Md  on  ^cMf  from  on»y  Wtom  iM 

M  rMpooding  to  bott  c 

Mittomi. 

c/  SEA  (*j  not  parSolpeti 

<i/  Dato  rxx  rapoctod. 

Q   '  Puerto  neo  haft  rMponctodwtt)  rMnber«o4UmM  SpenMi  Pro<k^(l^  Q 

ERIC 


TaWe  B7 


PUBLIC  LEP  Students  Who  Could  Benefit  From,  but  are  not  Enrolled  in,  Special 
Prograrm  to  Meet  Their  Educational  Needs,  by  State:  1 99 1  -92  and  1 992-93 


Percunt  Pubhc  LEP  Not 


Public  LEP  Enrollmant 

Public  LEP  Not  in  Special  Proaramt 

Enrollad  m  Special  Programs 

Stat* 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92 

1992-93 

%  Change  a/ 

1991-92  bi 

1992-93  bi 

Alabtmt 

1.671 

2,332 

1.197 

71 

-34.1 

71.6 

3.0 

Alaskt 

12.056 

13.489 

0 

0 

Arizons 

67.398 

75.910 

8.771 

2.647 

-69.8 

13.0 

3.5 

Arkansts 

C/ 

3.423 

c/ 

1.921 

56.1 

Californit 

1.078.705 

1,151.819 

257.185 

257,863 

0.3 

23.8 

22  4 

Colorado 

25.025 

24.876 

7.7C- 

7.562 

-1.9 

30.8 

30.4 

Connecticut 

16.703 

17.637 

1.487 

2.247 

51.1 

8.9 

12.7 

Dolawar* 

1.929 

1.701 

1.022 

622 

-39.1 

53.0 

36.6 

Oistnct  of  Columbia 

3.461 

4.620 

0 

100 

2.2 

Florida 

97.288 

130.131 

13.463 

10,610 

-21.2 

13.8 

8.2 

GoorQia 

7.817 

9.803 

1.080 

2.474 

129.1 

13.8 

25.2 

Hawaii 

10.335 

1 1.172 

0 

0 

Idaho 

4.970 

4.596 

723 

37 

-94.9 

14.5 

0.8 

Illinois 

87.178 

94.471 

5.329 

0 

-100.0 

6.1 

Indiana 

4,822 

5.017 

2.846 

3,250 

14.2 

59.0 

64.8 

Iowa 

4.266 

4.319 

133 

366 

175.2 

3.1 

8.5 

Kansas 

6.086 

6.900 

102 

303 

197.1 

1.7 

4.4 

1.544 

1.658 

235 

250 

6.4 

15.2 

15.1 

Louisiana 

8.330 

5.878 

1.481 

645 

•56.4 

17.8 

1 1.0 

Main* 

1.662 

1,713 

482 

506 

5.0 

29.0 

29.5 

Maryland 

12.101 

12.076 

0 

0 

M  assAc  h  u  s#tt8 

42,598 

41.580 

4.555 

2,944 

•35.4 

10  J 

7.1 

Michinan 

36.720 

37.272 

18.245 

16.564 

-9.2 

497 

44.4 

Minnasota 

15.769 

17.979 

733 

2,308 

214.9 

4.6 

12.8 

Mississippi 

1.748 

1,891 

461 

575 

24.7 

26.4 

30.4 

Missouri 

3,838 

3.804 

d/ 

99 

2.6 

Montana 

6.374 

7.341 

2,529 

4,101 

62.2 

39.7 

55.9 

I^HUl  ■VP.  % 

1.805 

2.482 

556 

1,257 

126.1 

30.8 

50.6 

Navada 

10.664 

11.970 

980 

523 

-46.r 

9.2 

4.4 

Now  Harnpshir# 

1,054 

842 

358 

328 

-8.4 

34,0 

39.0 

45.204 

46,573 

0 

0 

Naw  Maxico 

64.307 

83.771 

16,597 

16,743 

0.9 

25.8 

20.0 

Naw  York 

165.464 

173.347 

16,778 

23.528 

40.2 

10.1 

13.6 

Nnrth  Carolina 

7.026 

8.867 

d/ 

2,299 

25.9 

North  Dakota 

8,076 

6,835 

6,383 

3,949 

•38.1 

79.0 

57.8 

Ohio 

10.596 

10,304 

1,544 

1,275 

-17.4 

14.6 

12.4 

Oklahoma 

16.393 

19,368 

1.560 

1.756 

12.6 

9.5 

9.1 

OrtQon 

12,605 

16.359 

3,176 

d/ 

25.2 

Pannsytvania 

cJ 

d 

c/ 

d 

Rhod*  Island 

7.649 

7.839 

0 

0 

- 

South  Carolina 

1.396 

1,502 

287 

128 

-55.4 

20.6 

8.5 

South  Dakota 

5.848 

4,527 

3,010 

2,079 

•30.9 

51.5 

45.9 

TannaSM* 

2.569 

2.731 

50 

133 

166.0 

1.9 

4.9 

Tax  as 

331.054 

343,356 

49,125 

31.261 

-36.4 

14.8 

9.1 

Utah 

23.598 

24,447 

11.359 

14.279 

25.7 

48.1 

58.4 

Vermont 

550 

714 

255 

354 

38.8 

46.4 

49.6 

VirQinia 

rJ 

c/ 

Ql 

Cr 

Washington 

J  J.  W4 

U 

t\ 
0 

Wast  Virginia 

c/ 

c/ 

0/ 

c/ 

Wisconsin 

14.678 

14,243 

996 

1.696 

70.3 

6.8 

1 1.9 

Wyoming 

1.705 

1.952 

882 

956 

8.4 

51.7 

49.0 

llotal  U.S.  and  D.C. 

2,326,546 

2.507.778 

443,664 

420,609 

-5.2 

19.1 

16.8  1 

American  Samoa 

10.964 

12.441 

6,477 

6,477 

0.0 

59.1 

52.1 

Guam 

C/ 

d 

d 

d 

Northarn  Marianas 

6.571 

7,632 

3.483 

3,483 

0.0 

53.0 

45.6 

Palau 

2.175 

2,175 

587 

587 

0.0 

27.0 

27.0 

Pu«rtoRioo  t/ 

32.119 

149.824 

27.244 

27.244 

0.0 

84.8 

18.2 

Virgin  Islands 

2.400 

1,282 

1,581 

1,561 

0.0 

65.0 

121.8 

iToflU.S..  D.C.  and  Tarritonas        2,380.775        2.681.130  483.016  459.961  -4.?  20.3  17.2  | 


t  Paroamaga  wva  oatetiaM  baiad  on  loWt  from  ooV  thoaa  tMst  raapondkig  to  tH  ctata  itam  tor  boti  yMn. 
ty  Paroaniaoa  waa  oaiotJalad  baMd  oo  toWt  kofn  ofily  thoaa  tMaa  rat  pond  ng  to  botf)  data  itamt 
e/SEA  dd  no4  parMpatt. 
<VD«iano(raponad. 

/  Tha  L£P  oourrt  tor  Oragon  it  tor  LEP  paHtdpHnq  and  It  twratora  an  undtroount  o<  rm  Mika^  LEP  m  Iw  t«M 
Puarto  Riee  haa  rttpondad  wit!  numbart  ol  UmlM  Spamth  ProAcMnt  (LSP)  tajdarvti. 
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Table  B8  Number  and  Percentage  of  LEP  Students  Sen/ed  by  Federal  Programs,  by  State  and  Type 

(1     8)  of  Program:  1991-92  arKJ  1992-93 


NumbT  in  Chapt#f  i  Percent  in  Chapter  1  Numbr  m  Migrant  P<rc<nt  >n  Migrant 


State 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991*92  a/ 

1992-93  •/ 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92  •/ 

1992-93  •/ 

Alabama 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

— 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

- 

Alaska 

1.174 

1.298 

9.7 

9.6 

1.101 

1.218 

9.1 

9.0 

Arrzona 

13.555 

15.938 

17.8 

19.1 

4.087 

8.265 

5.4 

9.9 

Arkansas 

c/ 

144 

— 

4.2 

c/ 

3.068 

- 

89.6 

Calrforma 

436.477 

391.618 

40.5 

34.0 

98.185 

111.844 

9.1 

9.7 

Colorado 

831 

1.978 

3.3 

8.0 

1.984 

1.687 

7.9 

6.8 

Connecticut 

8.467 

9.568 

50.7 

54.2 

1.972 

2.550 

11.8 

14.5 

Delaware 

b/ 

278 

— 

15.1 

0 

178 

0.0 

9.6 

Distrrct  of  Columbia 

556 

2.629 

15.6 

51.2 

127 

150 

3.6 

2.9 

Florida 

20.453 

17.806 

.  21.0 

13.7 

4.897 

4.342 

5.0 

3.3 

Georgia 

828 

1.000 

10.4 

10.0 

573 

.  549 

7.2 

5.5 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Idaho 

1.854 

2.273 

37.2 

49.2 

2.776 

2.669 

55.7 

57  8 

Illinois 

805 

1.968 

0.9 

2.1 

2.036 

1,166 

2.3 

1.2 

Indiana 

842 

652 

17,5 

13.0 

b/ 

136 

- 

2.7 

Iowa 

407 

396 

9.2 

8.7 

473 

525 

10.7 

11.5 

Kansas 

1.643 

1.869 

26.6 

27.1 

2.522 

2.869 

40.8 

41.6 

Kentucky 

61 

336 

4.0 

19.3 

207 

55 

13,4 

3.2 

Louisiana 

694 

340 

7.7 

5.8 

1.753 

1,355 

19.4 

23.0 

Maine 

41 

241 

2.3 

13.2 

41 

117 

2.3 

8.4 

Maryland 

1.879 

2.007 

14.9 

15.8 

0 

46 

0,0 

0.4 

Massachusetts 

7.345 

7.413 

17.1 

16.3 

4,064 

8.546 

9,5 

18.8 

Michigan 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

- 

25.406 

25.408 

69.2 

66.2 

Minnesota 

3.369 

2.877 

21.4 

16.0 

675 

676 

4.3 

3.8 

Mississippi 

1.055 

1.544 

34.5 

47.9 

182 

510 

6.0 

15.8 

Missouri 

b/ 

101 

- 

2,3 

72 

41 

1.7 

0.9 

Montana 

1,453 

1.116 

21.3 

14.3 

114 

216 

1,7 

2.8 

Nebraska 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Nevada 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

- 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

- 

New  Hampshire 

128 

141 

11.3 

14.0 

b/ 

0 

- 

0.0 

New  Jersey 

14.852 

6.691 

31.3 

13.5 

270 

300 

0.6 

0.6 

New  Mexico 

22.775 

11.627 

35.4 

13,9 

2.480 

3.800 

3.9 

4.5 

New  York 

72.495 

66.031 

39.2 

33.9 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

- 

North  Carolina 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

- 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

- 

North  Dakota 

2.784 

650 

29.1 

7.5 

b/ 

0 

- 

0,0 

Ohio 

1.261 

2.329 

11.3 

20,9 

313 

245 

2.8 

2,2 

Oklahoma 

5.150 

3.881 

29.1 

19.7 

459 

598 

2.6 

3.0 

Oregon  W 

b/ 

0 

- 

0.0 

1.260 

1.300 

10,0 

7,9 

Pennsylvania 

c/ 

c/ 

— 

- 

d 

d 

- 

- 

Rhode  Island 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

332 

329 

4.1 

3.9 

South  Carolina 

144 

107 

9.8 

6.7 

5 

13 

0.3 

0.8 

South  Dakota 

1.199 

4.778 

13.4 

58.3 

1 

20 

0,0 

0.2 

Tennessee 

231 

390 

8.8 

14,1 

400 

0 

15.2 

0.0 

Texas 

120.873 

143.673 

38.8 

41.7 

13.506 

32.490 

4.1 

9.4 

Utah 

0 

2.206 

0.0 

9.0 

0 

597 

0.0 

2.4 

Vermont 

100 

119 

17.2 

16.5 

0 

■  0 

0.0 

0.0 

Virginia 

c/ 

cJ 

— 

c/ 

d 

— 

Washington 

4.032 

4.032 

11.8 

12.3 

8.527 

8.527 

24.8 

26.0 

West  Virginia 

c/ 

c/ 

— 

c/ 

d 

— 

Wisconsin 

1.331 

1.375 

8.8 

9.3 

260 

233 

1.7 

1.6 

Wyoming 

312 

341 

15.6 

18.8 

62 

15 

3.1 

0.7 

|Total  U.S.  and  D.C. 

759.256 

713.781 

32.0 

27.9 

181.124 

226.653 

7.6 

8.9  1 

American  Samoa 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Guam 

d 

d 

c/ 

d 

Northern  Marianas 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Palau 

1.588 

1,568 

56.3 

56.3 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Puerto  Rico 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Virgin  Islands 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

ToUl  U.S..  D.C. 

and  Tarritoriee 

760.844 

715.349 

31.3 

26.1 

181.124 

226.653 

7.5 

8.3 

a/  PtrcvottQi  WMcatoutated  beted  on  MM  from  onfy  U>—  sMM  rtipondir^o  to  tw  tpeoitc  dMi  itm  end  tM  toW  LEP  wvottmertt 
b/  OftH  no4  rtQorlid 
^  VSEA(Mno4p««o(pel» 

Q  I  Pu«rto  Ptoo  fpcrttdteWperthapeion  oountt  in  tM  tederai  program  celivonM  ratier  LSP  ooun«i:  thirelore  tmm  cMi  rwve  been  ttm^r^d  from  »f  wwMM. 
1^  Kl  \^  /  The  LEP  oount  in  Oregon  ii  tor  LEP  pertctping  and  i«  iheretofe  an  undan>ount  of  tha  ecM  LEP    tie  HHa. 


Taoie  B8 
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Number  and  Percentage  of  LEP  Students  Served  by  Federal  Programs,  by  State  and  Type 
of  Program:  1991-92  and  1992-93 


Number  m  Even  Stan 

Percent  in  Even  Stan 

Number  Emergency  immigrant 

Percent  Emergency  im.-nigrant 

Sttt« 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

iQQl _Q9 

IV8Z-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992-93  a/ 

Altoama 

0 

b/ 

0.0 

A 

u 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Alaska 

36 

42 

0.3 

n  ? 

U.J 

n 
u 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Arizona 

148 

80 

0.2 

0. 1 

I  0.  Vv  I 

1  Oivvl 

21.1 

19. 1 

Arkansas 

c/ 

b/ 

0/ 

0 

0.0 

California 

b/ 

b/ 

JJB.479 

32.3 

29.4 

Colorado 

Q 

Q 

0  0 

2.083 

3.465 

8.3 

13.9 

Connecticut 

4 

b/ 

0.0 

b/ 

23.1 

Delaware 

0 

8 

0.0 

0.4 

n 
u 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Oistnct  of  Columbia 

154 

1 37 

4  3 

9  7 

J. 401 

3.754 

97.4 

73.1 

Florida 

2.1 55 

2.894 

c.c 

•51  CIA 

33.51C 

34.4 

25.8 

Georgia 

b/ 

0 

0  0 

4,^1  9 

48.4 

42.0 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.904 

3,1 62 

27,8 

28.1 

Idaho 

72 

58 

1.4 

1.3 

/  04 

9.4 

16.3 

Illinois 

b/ 

b/ 

39.074 

44,7 

41 ,4 

Indiana 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

r\ 
U 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Iowa 

b/ 

2 

0.0 

539 

5. 1 

1 1.8 

Kansas 

28 

9 

0.5 

0. 1 

9  1  QC 

35.4 

Kentucky 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

n 
u 

A 

0.0 

0.0 

Louisiana 

20 

0 

n  9 

0  0 

J,4t3U 

2,897 

38.5 

49.2 

Maine 

Q 

Q 

u.u 

u.u 

257 

252 

14.5 

13.8 

Maryland 

n 
u 

1 

u.u 

0.0 

6.219 

6,464 

49.4 

51.0 

Massachusetts 

0 

67 

0.0 

0.1 

17,070 

16,837 

39.8 

37.1 

Michigan 

1  907 

1  907 

c  1 

9.  1 

3,618 

3,984 

9.9 

10.7 

Minnesota 

J 1 

O  1 

n  0 

0.4 

1,390 

1,301 

8.8 

7.2 

Mississippi 

1  o 

U.9 

0.1 

0 

0 

0,0 

0,0 

Missouri 

Q 

Q 
U.9 

0.0 

847 

71 1 

19.5 

16.3 

Montana 

36 

39 

0.5 

0.5 

45 

143 

0,7 

1.8 

Nebraska 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

U 

0.0 

21,3 

Nevada 

b/ 

b/ 

u/ 
0/ 

D/ 

New  Hampshire 

b/ 

0 

n  n 
u.  u 

u/ 
0/ 

0 

0.0 

Naw  Jersey 

b/ 

235 

21,293 

19.830 

44,8 

40,0 

New  Mexico 

143 

177 

0.2 

4,  /  O  1 

6,330 

7,4 

7.6 

New  York 

b/ 

b/ 

ill  '99(4 

1  1  J,  JO/ 

60.2 

58.3 

North  Carolina 

b/ 

b/ 

(V 

b/ 

North  Dakota 

103 

0 

u.u 

31 5 

315 

3,3 

3,6 

Ohio 

b/ 

1 8 

1 ,0/  c. 

1 ,796 

1 5.0 

16.1 

Oklahoma 

12 

2,347 

0.1 

1 1.9 

1  .^Oo 

2.3 

6.4 

Oregon  e/ 

30 

60 

0,2 

0.4 

1  ACT 

C  4Aa 

29,0 

33. 1 

Pennsylvania 

c/ 

c/ 

w 

c/ 

Rhode  Island 

0 

21 

0.0 

0.3 

7  Q7C 

8,727 

97,9 

104,5 

South  Carolina 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

A 
U 

0 

0,0 

0,0 

South  Dakota 

300 

300 

3.3 

7 

A 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tennessee 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

1  Aon 
1  ,o^u 

31 ,3 

Texas 

1.502 

bi 

0.5 

69.189 

45,578 

20,8 

13.2 

Utah 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

7.061 

8,148 

29.9 

33.3 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Virginia 

c/ 

0/ 

c/ 

c/ 

Washington 

307 

b/ 

1.2 

13  565 

1 3  565 

J9.9 

4  1 .0 

West  Virginia 

0/ 

c/ 

c/ 

c/ 

Wisconsin 

14 

46 

0.1 

0,3 

1  1 98 

1  ,^03 

a  7 

a.  / 

Wyoming 

40 

51 

2.0 

2.5 

Q 

A 

A  A 
U.J 

0.0 

Total  U.S.  and  D.C. 

7.189 

8.570 

0.3 

0.3 

731.742 

70^  •176 

Q 

JU.9 

97  1 

American  Samoa 

0 

0 

0,0 

0,0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Guam 

Ci 

Ci 

c/ 

c/ 

- 

Northern  Marianas 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

0 

0 

A  A 
U.U 

0.0 

Palau 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Puerto  Rico  <V 

b/ 

b/ 

Virgin  Islands 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

2,449 

191.0 

Total  U.S..  D.C. 

and  Terntortea 

7.1B9 

8.570 

0.3 

0.3 

731,742 

705,825 

30.1 

25.6 
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Numoer  in  Speciel  Educetion 

Percent  in  Specie!  Education 

Number  Vocational  Education 

Percent  Vocetionel  Education 

Stale 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992-93  a/ 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992-93  a/ 

Alabama 

b/ 

bl 

b/ 

b/ 

Alaska 

1.430 

1.582 

11.9 

11.7 

b/ 

Arizona 

8.289 

8.875 

10.9 

10.6 

13.813 

11.096 

18.2 

13.3 

Arkansas 

d 

b/ 

d 

550 

16.1 

California 

62.458 

67.222 

5.8 

5.8 

bf 

b/ 

Colorado 

191 

167 

0.8 

0.7 

0 

0 

0  0 

0  0 

Connecticut 

2.389 

2.916 

14.3 

16.5 

417 

b/ 

2.5 

Oeiawara 

b/ 

162 

8.8 

b/ 

298 

16,1 

District  of  Coiumbra 

255 

273 

7.2 

5.3 

116 

212 

3.3 

4.1 

Florida 

8.606 

7.057 

89 

5.4 

21.087 

16.554 

21  7 

12.7 

Georgia 

157 

88 

2.0 

0.9 

b/ 

874 

8.7 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Idaho 

198 

275 

4.0 

6.0 

534 

764 

10.7 

16.6 

Hlinois 

2.599 

4.119 

3.0 

4.4 

b/ 

b/ 

Indiana 

279 

220 

5.8 

4.4 

159 

66 

3.3 

1 .3 

■owe 

78 

82 

1.7. 

1.8 

619 

316 

14.0 

6.9 

Kansas 

118 

179 

1.9 

2.6 

958 

500 

15.5 

7.2 

KantucKy 

35 

202 

2.3 

11.6 

410 

253 

26.6 

14.6 

Loutsiana 

373 

130 

4.1 

2.2 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Mains 

24 

104 

1.4 

5.7 

46 

45 

2.6 

Maryland 

292 

179 

2.3 

1.4 

0 

550 

0.0 

4.3 

Massachusetts 

11.378 

11.476 

26.5 

25.3 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Michigan 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Minnesota 

880 

91 1 

5.6 

5.1 

b/ 

b/ 

Mississippi 

225 

267 

7.4 

8.3 

b/ 

b/ 

Missouri 

b/ 

68 

1.6 

b/ 

75 

1  7 

Montana 

513 

528 

7.5 

6.8 

712 

703 

10.4 

9.0 

Net>reska 

47 

90 

2.5 

3.4 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Nsvede 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

New  Hampshire 

26 

73 

2.3 

7.3 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

New  Jersey 

1.368 

1,173 

2.9 

2.4 

686 

1.142 

1.4 

2.3 

New  Mexico 

12.933 

6.394 

io.i 

7.8 

988 

1.825 

1.5 

2.2 

New  York 

0 

9.661 

0.0 

5.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

North  Carolina 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

North  Oekote 

818 

252 

8.5 

2.9 

b/ 

0 

0.0 

Ohio 

559 

485 

5.0 

4.4 

184 

233 

1.6 

2.1 

OWehome 

2.639 

1.674 

14.9 

8.5 

1,396 

1,791 

7.9 

9.1 

Oregon  9i 

625 

700 

5.0 

4.3 

b/ 

b/ 

Pennsylvente 

c/ 

c/ 

d 

d 

Rhode  Islend 

330 

307 

4.1 

3.7 

12S 

150 

1.5 

1.8 

Soutli  Cerolins 

34 

28 

2.3 

1.8 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

South  Oekote 

2.267 

946 

25.3 

11.5 

bf 

c 

0.0 

Tennessee 

40 

51 

1.5 

1.8 

0 

1,913 

0.0 

69.1 

Texes 

27,436 

31,261 

8.3 

9.1 

25.637 

27,371 

7.7 

7.9 

Utah 

1 .162 

543 

4.9 

2.2 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

40 

78 

6.9 

10.8 

15 

1 

2.6 

0.1 

Virginie 

c/ 

d 

d 

d 

Weshington 

790 

1.429 

2.3 

4.3 

b/ 

bf 

West  Vtrgtnie 

c/ 

d 

d 

d 

Wisconsin 

974 

1.124 

6.4 

7.6 

1.107 

1.659 

7.3 

11.2 

Wyoming 

24 

0 

1.2 

0.0 

11 

334 

0.6 

18.5 

|Tolel  U.S.  end  D.C. 

152.877 

163.351 

6.4 

6.4 

69.020 

69,275 

2.9 

27  1 

Amencan  Semoe 

46 

1.396 

0.4 

10.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Guem 

d 

d 

d 

d 

Nofthern  Manenes 

199 

247 

2.4 

2.6 

2,792 

3,066 

33.6 

32.1 

Peieu 

193 

193 

d.8 

6.8 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

PiiaHa  DirA  tM 
r^uanu  ni(A#  v 

b/ 

b/ 

bf 

Virgin  Islende 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

bf 

Tote!  U.S..  D.C. 

end  Temtonet 

153.315 

165.167 

6.3 

8.0 

71,812 

72,341 

3.0 

2.6 

i/  PeroMiQi  «Mf  cetaU 
tk/Delino(r«oer1ed 
CI  SCA  M  net  ^mtapm 
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Number  and  Percentage  of  L£P  Students  Ser/ed  by  Federal  Programs,  by  State  and  Type 
of  Program:  1991-92  and  1992-93 


Stat« 

Number  in 

T8E 

Percent 

inTSE 

Number  in 

D3E 

Percent 

in  DBE 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992-93  a/ 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992-93  a/ 

Alaotma 

350 

197 

20.9 

8.4 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Alsska 

294 

210 

2.4 

1.6 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Arizona 

10.196 

7.826 

13.4 

9.4 

0 

57 

0.0 

0.1 

Arkansas 

c/ 

288 

- 

8.4 

d 

0 

0.0 

California 

100.679 

118,576 

9.3 

10.3 

965 

4.037 

0.1 

0.4 

Colorado 

461 

1.428 

1.8 

5.7 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Connecticut 

379 

334 

2.3 

1.9 

1,000 

0 

6.0 

0.0 

Delaware 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

District  of  Columbia 

200 

240 

5.6 

4.7 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Florida 

3.659 

2.764 

3.8 

2.1 

150 

113 

0.2 

0.1 

Georgia 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Hawaii 

364 

493 

3.5 

4.4 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Idaho 

336 

331 

6.7 

7.2 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Illinois 

2,160 

2.160 

2.5 

2.3 

600 

600 

0.7 

0.6 

Indiana 

215 

117 

4,5 

2.3 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Iowa 

942 

512 

21.3 

11.2 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kansas 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Kentucky 

87 

102 

5.6 

5.9 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Louisiana 

648 

755 

7.2 

12.8 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Maine 

299 

424 

16.9 

23.3 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Maryland 

94 

0 

0.7 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Massachusetts 

5.377 

4.536 

12.5 

10.0 

749 

876 

1,7 

1,9 

Michigan 

1.911 

1.911 

5.2 

5.1 

120 

120 

0,3 

0,3 

Minnesota 

4.235 

4.036 

26.9 

22.5 

0 

0 

0,0 

0,0 

Mississippi 

626 

0 

20.5 

0.0 

0 

0 

CO 

0,0 

Missouri 

425 

0 

9.8 

0.0 

0 

760 

0.0 

17,4 

Montana 

1.901 

1.938 

27.9 

24.8 

0 

0 

0,0 

0,0 

Nebraska 

202 

182 

10.9 

6.9 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Nevada 

b/ 

0 

0.0 

b/ 

0 

_ 

0,0 

New  Hampshire 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

New  Jersey 

2.649 

119 

5.6 

0.2 

0 

0 

0,0 

0,0 

New  Mexico 

8.852 

8.032 

13.8 

9.6 

0 

0 

0,0 

0,0 

New  York 

19.468 

27,884 

10.5 

14.3 

1.058 

1.784 

0.6 

0.9 

North  Carolina 

bi 

b/ 

- 

- 

b/ 

bt 

- 

_ 

North  Dakota 

1.384 

1.630 

14.4 

18.8 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Ohio 

288 

307 

2.6 

2.8 

b/ 

0 

_ 

0.0 

Oklahoma 

1.420 

3.357 

8.0 

17.0 

60 

0 

0,3 

0,0 

Oregon  W 

2.125 

2,500 

16.9 

15.3 

30 

240 

1,4 

1.5 

Pennsylvenia 

C/ 

0/ 

- 

- 

d 

d 

- 

- 

Rhode  Island 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0,0 

South  Carolina 

125 

149 

8.5 

9.3 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

South  Dakota 

1.332 

4,977 

14.9 

60.7 

0 

0 

0,0 

0,0 

Tennessee 

b/ 

185 

- 

6.7 

bi 

0 

- 

0,0 

Texas 

7.623 

6,491 

2.3 

1.9 

1.122 

0 

0,3 

0.0 

Utah 

85 

81 

0.4 

0.3 

0 

0 

u.u 

u.u 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

Q 

u.u 

u.u 

Virginia 

Qi 

d 

d 

d 

Washington 

5.695 

1.970 

16.6 

6.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

West  Virginia 

d 

0/ 

- 

- 

d 

d 

- 

- 

Wisconsin 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Wyoming 

122 

441 

6.1 

21.8 

81 

0 

4.1 

0.0 

iTotal  U.S.  and  D.C. 

187.208 

207.485 

7.9 

8.1 

6.085 

8.587 

0.3 

0.3  1 

American  Samoa 

n 
w 

u 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Guam 

d 

d 

d 

w 

Northern  Marianas 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Palau 

468 

468 

16.6 

16.6 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Puerto  Rioo  (V 

b/ 

b/ 

h/ 

Or 

Virgin  Islanda 

101 

b/ 

4.2 

bi 

bl 

Total  U.S..  D.C. 

and  Territortea 

187.777 

207.953 

7.7 

7.6 

6,085 

8.587 

0.3 

0.3 
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Number  and  Percentage  of  LEP  Students  Served  by  Federal  Programs,  by  State  arxl  Type 
of  Program:  1991-92  and  1992-93 


Number  in  SAIP 

Percent  m  SAIP 

Number  in  Recent  Arrivals 

Percent  tn  Recent  Arrivals 

Stata 

1991*92 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992-93  a/ 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992-93  a/ 

Alabama 

124 

1.087 

7.4 

46.6 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Alaska 

278 

278 

2.3 

2.1 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Arizona 

4.616 

7.133 

6.1 

8.5 

0 

b/ 

0.0 

Arkansas 

c/ 

0 

0.0 

cJ 

0 

0.0 

Calfforma 

12.682 

32.309 

1.2 

2.8 

3.573 

12.654 

0.3 

1.1 

Cctorado 

1.040 

972 

4.2 

3.9 

0 

378 

0.0 

1.5 

Connacticut 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

OeUwaro 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

District  of  Columbia 

947 

1.295 

26.6 

25.2 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Florida 

720 

544 

0.7 

0.4 

b/ 

b/ 

Georgia 

0 

200 

0.0 

2.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Hawaii 

1.085 

880 

10.4 

7.8 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Idaho 

50 

206 

1.0 

4.5 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Illinois 

2.315 

2.315 

2.7 

2.5 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Indiana 

50 

0 

1.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Iowa 

0 

387 

0.0 

8.5 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kansas 

226 

988 

3.7 

14.3 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kantucky 

30 

140 

1.9 

8.1 

8 

40 

0.5 

2.3 

Louisiana 

919 

1.058 

10.2 

18.0 

0 

38 

0.0 

0.6 

Main  a 

870 

621 

49.2 

34.1 

96 

0 

5.4 

0.0 

Maryland 

406 

939 

3.2 

7.4 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Massachusetts 

412 

467 

1.0 

1.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

Michigan 

6.036 

6.036 

16.4 

16.2 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

Minnasota 

188 

185 

1.2 

1.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Mississippi 

865 

955 

28.3 

29.6 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

Missouri 

78 

77 

1.8 

1.8 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Montana 

373 

428 

5.5 

5.5 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Nobraska 

144 

23 

7.8 

0.9 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Navada 

b/ 

0 

0.0 

bf 

0 

0.0 

Naw  Hampshire 

48 

265 

4.2 

26.4 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Naw  Jarsay 

0 

ISO 

0.0 

0.3 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Naw  Maxico 

217 

1.507 

0.3 

1.8 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

Naw  York 

4.803 

6.610 

2.6 

3.4 

bf 

North  Carolina 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

bf 

North  Dakota 

0 

420 

0.0 

4.9 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Ohio 

150 

170 

1.3 

1.5 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Oklahoma 

679 

3.286 

5.0 

16.7 

308 

0 

1.7 

0,0 

Oragon 

750 

900 

6.0 

5.5 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Pennsylvania 

0/ 

c/ 

0/ 

d 

Rhode  Islend 

700 

700 

8.6 

8.4 

120 

120 

1.5 

1.4 

South  Ceroline 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

South  Dekota 

195 

0 

2.2 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tennessee 

b/ 

0 

0.0 

b/ 

0 

0,0 

Texes 

2.9B4 

2.935 

0.9 

0.9 

834 

0 

0.3 

0,0 

Uteh 

512 

578 

2.2 

2.4 

86 

82 

0.4 

0.3 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Virginia 

0/ 

d 

d 

d 

Washington 

139 

1.781 

0.4 

5.4 

1.695 

0 

4.9 

0,0 

West  Virginie 

0/ 

C/ 

d 

d 

- 

- 

Wisconsin 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

Wyoming 

412 

209 

20.6 

10.3 

44 

0 

2.2 

0,0 

Total  U.S.  and  D.C. 

46.243 

79.034 

2.0 

3.1 

6.784 

13.312 

0.3 

0.5 

Amancan  Semoa 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Guam 

0/ 

c/ 

d 

d 

Northern  Marienes 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

Peiau 

24. 1 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Puarto  Rico  (j/ 

b/ 

b/ 

u/ 

Dr 

Virgin  Islanda 

bf 

b^ 

bf 

bf 

— 

— 

Total  U.S..  D.C. 

and  Territoriaa 

46.923 

79.714 

1.9 

2.9 

6.764 

13,312 

0.3 

0,5 
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Number  and  Percentage  of  LEP  Students  Served  by  Federal  Programs,  by  State  and  Type 
of  Program:  1991-92  and  1992-93 


NumbT  in  Mt9n»t  Schools       Pf  c#nt  in  Magrrt  Schools  Numbr  Ftmity  English  Lifrscy    Pfc»nt  Family  English  Lif  f  cy 


Stat« 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992-93  a/ 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992-93  a/ 

Alabama 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Alaska 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Arizona 

0 

0 

0.0 

0 

85 

0,0 

0.1 

Arkansas 

d 

0 

- 

0.0 

d 

0 

- 

0.0 

California 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

6.124 

6,131 

0.6 

0  5 

Colorado 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

12 

425 

0.0 

1.7 

Connecticut 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Delaware 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

District  of  Columbia 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Florida 

b/ 

bl 

- 

- 

250 

189 

0.3 

0.1 

Georgia 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

146 

0 

1.8 

0.0 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Idaho 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Illinois 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

60 

60 

0.1 

0.1 

Indiana 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

206 

0 

4.3 

0.0 

Iowa 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Kansas 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kantuclcy 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Louisiena 

62 

72 

0.7 

1.2 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Maine 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Maryland 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Massachusetts 

0 

0 

0.0 

CO 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Michigan 

120 

120 

0.3 

0.3 

150 

150 

0.4 

0.4 

Minnesota 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Mississippi 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Missouri 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Montana 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Nebraska 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Nevada 

b/ 

0 

- 

0.0 

b/ 

0 

- 

0.0 

New  Hampshire 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

New  Jersey 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

New  Mexico 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

New  York 

b/ 

bi 

- 

- 

1.588 

845 

0.9 

0.4 

North  Carolina 

b/ 

bl 

- 

- 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

- 

North  Dakota 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Ohio 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Oklahoma 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

34 

0.0 

0.2 

Oregon  e/ 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

375 

0 

3.0 

0.0 

Pennsylvania 

Qi 

d 

- 

- 

d 

d 

- 

- 

Rhode  Island 

300 

300 

3.7 

3.6 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

South  Carolina 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

South  Dakota 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tennessee 

b/ 

0 

0.0 

b/ 

0 

0.0 

Texas 

572 

0 

0.2 

0.0 

212 

212 

0.1 

0.1 

UUh 

0 

164 

0.0 

0.7 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Virginia 

d 

d 

- 

- 

d 

d 

- 

- 

Washington 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

350 

0.0 

1.1 

West  Virginia 

d 

d 

- 

- 

d 

d 

- 

- 

Wisconsin 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

iTotal  U.S.  and  D.C. 

1.054 

656 

0.0 

0.0 

9.123 

8.481 

0.4 

0.3 

American  Samoa 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Guam 

d 

d 

d 

d 

Northern  Mananas 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Patau 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Puerto  Rioo  (V 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Virgin  Islands 

b/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Total  U.S..  D.C. 

and  Terrttohet 

1.054 

656 

0.0 

0.0 

9.123 

8.481 

0.4 

0.3 

a/Paro«nlao»wMcatouMMbeMdonioM«lrom  onV  t>o—  rttiet  retpooding  to  tve  ipeoiic  daii  l>wn  and  t>e  loirt  tfwoinwnt 
b/  OiM  not  rapohtd. 
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Number  and  Percentage  of  LEP  Students  Served  by  Federal  Prograrrs.  by  State  and  Type  of 
Program:  1991-92  and  1992-93 


Numbtf  in  Special  Populations 


Ptrctni  JH  Sp#ctil  Populations 


Stttt 

1991-d2 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992-93  a/ 

Alabtmt 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Alaska 

303 

0 

2.5 

0.0 

Arizona 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Arkansas 

0 

0.0 

California 

1.464 

1.587 

0. 1 

0. 1 

Colorado 

160 

80 

0.6 

0.3 

Connecticut 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Delaware 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

District  of  Columbia 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Florida 

60 

45 

0.1 

0.0 

Georgia 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

0.0 

0  0 

Idaho 

0 

0 

0.0 

0  0 

Illinois 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

Indiana 

0 

0 

0.0 

0  0 

Iowa 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kansas 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Kentucky 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Louisiana 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Mams 

40 

40 

2.3 

2.2 

Maryland 

0 

2 

0.0 

u.u 

Massachusetts 

0 

0 

0.0 

u.u 

Michigan 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Minnesota 

0 

0 

0.0 

u.u 

Mississippi 

0 

53 

0.0 

1  c 

1 .0 

Missouri 

0 

0 

0.0 

n  n 
u.u 

Montana 

0 

61  U 

u.u 

2.7 

Nebraska 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Nevada 

b/ 

0 

n  n 
u.u 

New  Hampshire 

0 

0 

0.0 

0  0 

New  Jersey 

0 

0 

0.0 

n  n 
u.u 

New  Mexico 

0 

0 

0,0 

u.u 

New  York 

513 

910 

0.3 

0.5 

North  Carolina 

b/ 

bi 

North  Dakota 

0 

0 

0.0 

u.u 

Ohio 

0 

0 

0.0 

u.u 

Oklahoma 

363 

326 

2.1 

1 .7 

Oregon  •i 

430 

450 

3.4 

2.8 

Pennsylvania 

0/ 

Rhode  Island 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

South  Carolina 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

South  Dakota 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Tennessee 

b/ 

0 

0.0 

Texas 

340 

612 

0.1 

0.2 

Utah 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Virginia 

c/ 

Washington 

92 

0 

0.3 

0.0 

West  Virginia 

C/ 

0/ 

Wisconsin 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Wyoming 

317 

93 

15.9 

4.6 

iTotal  U.S.  and  D.C. 

4.082 

4.408 

0.2 

0.2  1 

American  Samoa 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Guam 

c/ 

C/ 

Northern  Mananas 

0 

9.564 

0.0 

100.0 

a  1 

rsiau 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Puerto  Rioo  d/ 

b/ 

b/ 

Virgin  Islands 

b/ 

Total  U.S.,  D.C. 

and  Terrrtoriet 

4.082 

13.972 

0.2 

0.5 

beMd  on  toM  fro 

monry  tWM  iMM 

1  reiponding  to  the  ipeoilo  di 

iH  ilMn  and  »M  toM  LEF 

tv  Date  not  r«po«lid. 

ERIC 


«/SEA(ldno<pirtoip«to. 
^  ^  The  LEP  oc»«i  in  Ofejon  « tof  UP  perttopeang  tod   »>w«tef a  undt^^ 


CM 


tMn  LAP  OQunH:  (he.-«lora  thete  dMe  rwve  been 
eduai  LCP  m  i>e  tMt 


•^irnineM  from  Mt  inai^. 


Table  B8 
(8  of  8) 


Number  and  Percentage  of  LEP  Students  Served  by  State  Programs,  by  State  and  Type 
off-rogram:  1991-92  and  1992-93 


Number  in  State  Bilingual 

Percent  in  State  Bilingual 

Number  m  State  ESL  only 

Percent  in  State  ESL  onty 

Stat# 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991-92  a/ 

1992<93  a/ 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1991*92  a/ 

1992-93  a 

Aiabama 

b/ 

b/ 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Alaska 

12.056 

13.489 

100.0 

100.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Arizona 

17,146 

30.022 

22.6 

35.9 

38.085 

46,713 

50.2 

55.8 

Arkansas 

d 

0 

0.0 

c/ 

1.220 

35.6 

California 

659.822 

728.959 

61.2 

63.3 

161.689 

164,997 

15.0 

14.3 

Colorado 

1.155 

4.937 

4.6 

19.8 

9,401 

11,359 

37  6 

45.7 

Connecticut 

12.848 

13.220 

76.9 

75.0 

2,368 

2.170 

14.2 

12.3 

0«iawar» 

0 

400 

0.0 

21.7 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

Oistnct  of  Columbia 

2.090 

2.137 

58.8 

41.6 

3.252 

2.383 

91.5 

46.4 

Florida  d/ 

83.825 

119.520 

86.2 

91.8 

83.825 

119.520 

86.2 

91  8 

Georgia 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

6,737 

7,329 

84.7 

73.0 

Hawaii 

10.335 

n.l72 

99.1 

99.3 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Idaho 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.247 

4,559 

85.3 

98.8 

Illinois 

61.335 

72.694 

70.4 

76.9 

20.514 

23.396 

23.5 

24.8 

Indiana 

915 

445 

19.0 

8.9 

715 

831 

14.8 

16,6 

Iowa 

942 

421 

21.3 

9.2 

3.238 

3.238 

73.3 

71.1 

Kansas 

417 

415 

6.7 

6.0 

2,278 

5.151 

36.9 

74,7 

Kentucky 

780 

216 

50.5 

12.4 

0 

993 

0.0 

57.1 

Louisiana 

0 

30 

0.0 

0.5 

3.646 

3.355 

40.3 

57.0 

Maina 

b/ 

7 

0.4 

b/ 

27 

1.5 

Maryland 

0 

45 

0.0 

0.4 

12.896 

11,540 

102,5 

90.7 

Massachusetts 

38.043 

38.636 

88.7 

85.1 

b/ 

Michigan 

18,475 

20.708 

50.3 

55.6 

0 

0,0 

- 

Minnesota 

0 

4,431 

0.0 

24.6 

0 

11.240 

0.0 

62.5 

Mississippi 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Missouri 

2 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

185 

2.033 

4.3 

46.6 

Montana 

0 

0 

0-0 

0.0 

94 

65 

1.4 

0.8 

Nebraska 

202 

101 

10.9 

3.9 

1.063 

1,148 

57.3 

43.8 

Nevada 

226 

1.661 

2.1 

13.8 

3.157 

3.946 

29.4 

32.8 

New  Hampshire 

39 

0 

3.4 

0.0 

123 

619 

10,8 

61.7 

Naw  Jersey 

118 

94 

0.2 

0,2 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

New  Mexico 

74.421 

61.570 

115.7 

73.5 

58 

1,984 

0,1 

2.4 

New  York 

1.838 

1.323 

1.0 

0,7 

148,706 

149.819 

80.4 

77.0 

North  Carolina 

b/ 

b/ 

— 

b/ 

b/ 

- 

North  Dakota 

0 

0 

0.0 

0,0 

482 

100 

5.0 

1.2 

Ohio 

3.018 

2.909 

27.0 

26.1 

2,815 

4,040 

25.2 

36.3 

Oklahoma 

1.190 

1,850 

6.7 

9,4 

1.595 

2.347 

9,0 

11.9 

Oregon  %l 

0 

b/ 

0.0 

25 

b/ 

0,2 

- 

Pennsylvania 

c/ 

c/ 

_ 

c/ 

d 

- 

Rhode  Island 

1.493 

1.647 

18.3 

19,7 

6.410 

6,192 

78,7 

74.2 

South  Carolina 

133 

0 

9.1 

0,0 

681 

748 

46,5 

46.9 

Soutti  Dakota 

0 

b/ 

0.0 

b/ 

0 

- 

0.0 

Tennessee 

b/ 

185 

- 

6,7 

b^ 

2.585 

93.3 

Texas 

152.553 

172.924 

46.0 

50,1 

129.368 

1 39.801 

4U.d 

Utah 

b/ 

571 

2,3 

3. 1 35 

lO  Q 
1c. 0 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0,0 

0,0 

180 

162 

31.0 

22.4 

Virginia 

c/ 

c/ 

- 

- 

d 

d 

- 

- 

Washington 

7.3«7 

0 

21.5 

0,0 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

West  Virginia 

c/ 

c/ 

_ 

- 

0/ 

d 

- 

- 

Wisconsin 

10.600 

5.594 

70,5 

37,8 

249 

6.942 

1.6 

46.9 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0,0 

0.0 

92 

110 

4.6 

5.4 

1  iotai  u.b.  ana  u.o. 

1.173.484 

1.312.333 

49.5 

51,3 

648.172 

745.797 

27,3 

29.1 

American  Samoa 

1.499 

0 

12.7 

0,0 

4.995 

4,987 

42.4 

35.7 

Guam 

c/ 

0/ 

d 

d 

Northern  Mananas 

3,086 

4.204 

37.2 

44.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Palau 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Puerto  Rico 

4.875 

12.728 

14,1 

8,5 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Virgin  lslar\dt 

729 

792 

30.4 

61,8 

0 

236 

0.0 

18,4 

Total  U.S..  D.C.. 
and  Terrttoriea 

1.183.675 

1.330.057 

48,7  48.6 

653.167  751,020 

26.9 

27.5 

P«coent^9»  we*  ceioutM 
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«n  on^  fiOM  MM 
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Appendix  C 


Data  Notes 


The  following  are  explanations  from  SEAs  on  changes  in  data  and  large 
increases/decreases  between  1991-92  and  1992-93. 

Alabama 

IA3.    The  increase  in  the  number  of  LEP  enrolled  in  instructional  programs  was  the  result  of 

improved  data  collection  methods. 
IA4a.  The  increase  in  the  number  of  LEP  in  the  Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program 

(SAIP)  was  the  result  of  improved  data  collection  methods. 
IA5.    The  decrease  in  the  number  of  LEP  students  not  enrolled  in  special  programs  was  the 

result  of  improved  data  collection  methods. 

Alaska 

IA2.    The  increase  in  the  LEP  enrollment  is  due  to  increased  enrollments. 
Arkansas 

Note:  This  is  the  first  year  of  home  language  survey  results. 
Arizona 

IA4a.  Special  Education:  This  data  is  Primary  Home  Language  Other  Than  English 

(PHLOTE).  This  data  has  been  unavailable  as  LEP  until  the  1993-94  school  year  when 
reporting  was  modified  to  include  this  count. 

Chapter  1,  migrant:  1992-93  data  are  more  accurate  than  last  year  because  the 
programs  were  encouraged  to  report  data  thoroughly. 
IA5.    The  increase  in  the  number  of  LEPs  served  is  the  result  of  a  continuation  of  their 
efforts. 

Connecticut 

IA2.    In  1992-93  the  State  introduced  more  stringent  requirements  for  LEAs'  in  reporting 
their  LEP  enrollment. 

Delaware 

IA2.    The  decrease  in  LEP  enrollment  numbers  were  the  result  of  increased  quality  control 
in  their  collection  procedures  and  changing  migration  patterns. 


ERLC 
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District  of  Columbia 

IA2.    Changes  in  the  LEP  enrollment  for  public  schools  (+33%)  were  the  result  of  a  revision 
of  state  identification  and  assessment  procedures.  Fluctuations  in  nonpublic  LEP  data 
are  caused  by  a  varied  response  rate  year-to-year.  The  data  are  collected  through  a 
telephone  survey. 

IA4a.  Chapter  I,  Title  I,  ESEA:  The  large  increase  was  caused  by  a  change  in  the  data 

collection  method. 
IA4b.   1991-92  data  revised  due  to  reporting  error. 

Florida 

Note:   All  of  the  1992-93  data  are  duplicated  counts  because  of  a  new  data  collection 
method.  They  are  now  counting  enrollment  data  rather  than  membership  data. 

IA2.  The  increase  in  LEP  enrollment  are  the  result  of  new  Florida  statutes  which  outline 
uniform  assessment  procedures.  Also,  there  is  an  increase  of  immigrants  coming  in 
from  Cuba  and  Haiti. 

Georgia 

IA2.  The  LEP  enrollment  increase  is  cited  as  being  the  result  of  growth  in  LEP  population. 
Idaho 

lAl.     1991-92  Public  and  Nonpublic  enrollment  figures  were  revised. 

IA2.    Possible  reasons  for  reporting  increased  LEP  enrollment  figures:  "We  are  experiencing 
more  student  enrollment,  principally  students  from  Mexico.  We  are  encouraging 
districts  to  expand  their  definition  to  include  CALP.  The  districts  are  doing  a  more 
thorough  assessment." 

IA4a.  The  increase  of  LEPs  in  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Assistance  Programs  (EIEA) 
was  caused  by  an  increase  in  the  number  of  immigrants. 

The  increase  in  Special  Alternative  Instructional  Programs  (SAIP)  was  the  result  of 

receiving  new  project  grants. 
IA4b.  The  numbers  listed  for  LEP  in  State  ESL  only  indicate  the  number  of  LEP  being 

accommodated  within  the  classroom.  This  is  not  a  special  program. 
IA5.    The  cause  for  the  decrease  in  the  number  of  LEP  not  served  is  unknown. 

Kansas 

IA2.  The  increase  in  LEP  enrollment  is  due  to  real  growth.  Some  is  due  to  compliance 
with  state  guidelines  which  provide  additional  funding  when  students  are  correctly 
identified  and  served.  About  20%  of  the  increase  may  be  due  to  better  reporting. 

Kentucky 

IA2.     Increases  in  LEP  enrolment  figures  are  caused  by  population  fluctuations  at  the 

military  bases.  They  are  also  explai^ied  by  the  receipt  of  approximately  175  Southeast 
Asian  refugees. 
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Louisiana 

IA2.    The  decrease  in  the  number  of  LEP  enrollment  was  caused  by: 

a.  Absorption  of  approximately  999  Francophone  children. 

b.  Change  in  identification  methods  accounted  for  776  students. 

c.  Lack  of  ability  in  one  parish  to  identify  LEP  students  resulted  in  a  decrease  of 
496  students. 

d.  Military  base  closures  accounted  for  103  students. 

IA4a.  Chapter  I,  Even  Start,  EIEP,  and  Special  Education:  Decreases  in  these 
programs  are  proportional  to  the  overall  decrease  in  the  LEP  enrollment. 

IB2.     Decreases  in  the  number  of  LEP  students  retained  results  from  stricter 

enforcement  of  State  Board  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  policy. 

IB3.    The  decrease  in  dropouts  can,  in  part,  be  attributed  to  better  services  provided 
to  LEP  students. 

Maryland 

IA4a.   1991-92  data  were  revised  for  Even  Start,  Emergency  Imnfiigrant  Education  Assistance 
Program,  Special  Education,  Vocational  Education,  Transitional  Bilingual  Education 
(TBE),  Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program  (SAIP),  Family  English  Literacy 
(FEL),  and  State  ESL  Only  due  to  a  reporting  error. 

Transitional  Bilingual:  There  were  no  TBE  programs  in  1992-93  because  the  grant 
sponsoring  the  program  ended  with  the  1991-92  school  year. 
Special  Alternative  Instructional  Program:  The  increase  in  participation  in  SAIP 
was  the  result  of  receiving  three  new  grant  awards  in  addition  to  the  continuing  grants. 

Massachusetts 

IA2.    Increase  in  nonpublic  LEP  data  resulted  from  increased  compliance.  By  state  law, 
nonpublic  schools  are  not  required  to  respond. 

Minnesota 

IA2.    The  LEP  enrollment  increase  was  the  result  of: 

1.  Increased  in  migration  of  refugees  and  immigrants. 

2.  In-migration  of  Hispanic  workers. 

3.  High  birthrates  among  some  refugee  populations. 

4.  Improved  data  collection  procedures. 

Missouri 

IA4a.   1991-92  data  were  revised  for  Chapter  I,  Title  1,  ESEA  and  for  Other  Federal 
Programs  due  to  reporting  error. 

Montana 

IA2.    LEP  enrollment  increased  because  of  the  inclu'^'on  of  LEP  surveys  on  a  Sioux 

reservation.  This  explains  866  of  the  1,182  ditterence. 
IA4a.  The  large  numbers  of  LEP  students  participating  in  more  than  one  activity  is  the  result 

of  numerous  Indian  reservation  services. 

Other  Federal  Programs:  The  decrease  was  caused  by  a  new  definition  of  'services*. 
They  must  be  designed  to  meet  LEP  special  needs,  not  general  needs.  The  large 
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numbers  are  because  of  Indian  cultural  programs.  This  number  should  be  decreasing 
because  these  are  mostly  cultural  and  not  aimed  at  the  LEP  needs. 

Nebraska 

IA2.    LEP  enrollment  increased  because: 

1 .  New  industry  is  attracting  LEP  adults  for  work. 

2.  Nebraska  provides  a  relocation  center  for  Vietnamese  people. 

Nevada 

IA2.    LEP  enrollment  increases  were  caused  by: 

1.  More  accurate  identification  of  LEP  students. 

2.  Increases  in  industry  are  attracting  LEP  workers. 

New  Hampshire 

IA2.    The  increase  in  LEP  enrollment  was  caused  by  changes  in  the  number  of  schools 

reporting.  Reporting  schools  represent  approximately  65%  of  the  true  statewide  school 
enrollment. 

New  Mexico 

IA2.    T.H  increase  in  LEP  enrollment  was  the  result  of: 

L      Last  year  61  of  88  districts  responded,  this  year  72  districts  responded. 
2.      In-migration  of  Mexican  and  Latin  American  students. 

North  Carolina 

IA2.    The  increase  in  LEP  enrollment  was  the  result  of: 

1.  Increased  in-migration  of  Asian  and  Hispanic  students. 

2.  Increase  in-migrant  workers. 

IA3.     1991-92  numbers  for  LEP  in  special  programs  changed  to  Not  Available  due  to  a 

reporting  discrepancy.  North  Carolina  will  be  using  a  revised  reporting  method  for  the 
1993-94  data. 

IA4.     1991-92  numbers  for  LEP  programs  were  changed  to  Not  Available. 
IA5.     1991-92  data  for  LEP  not  enrolled  were  changed  to  Not  Available. 

North  Dakota 

IA2.    Changes  in  LEP  enrollment  are  the  result  of  the  fact  that  the  State  has  an  unclear 
definition  of  LEP  students.  There  are  several  inconsistent  data  collection  methods. 

Oklahoma 

1A2.    Changes  in  LEP  enrollment  are  caused  by: 

1.  In  or  out  migration. 

2.  More  formal  identification  process  at  the  LEA  level. 

3.  Redesign  in  the  state  data  collection  process. 
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Oregon 

IA2.    Data  are  only  collected  on  LEP  who  are  participating  in  programs.  They  estimate  that 

16-30%  are  unreported. 
I  A3.    The  increase  in  LEP  students  reported  as  enrolled  in  special  programs  is  a  result  of 

State  instituted  incentives  for  better  reporting. 
IA4a   These  are  estimates.  The  final  counts  will  be  completed  August  1994. 
IA5.    Currently,  there  is  no  way  to  count  the  number  of  LEP  not  involved  in  ESL. 

South  Carolina 

IA2.    There  are  68  more  LEP  enrolled  than  accounted  for  as  enrolled  or  not  enrolled  in 
special  programs.  The  SEA  was  unable  to  estimate  the  category  in  which  these 
students  belong. 

South  Dakota 

IA2.    LEP  enrollment  figures  increase  as  a  result  of: 

1.  Unclear  definition  LEP  for  Native  American  students. 

2.  Lower  school  response  to  the  survey  in  1991-92.   19%  of  the  districts  did  not 
respond  this  year,  down  from  21%  last  year. 

Utah 

IA3.     1991-92  data  were  revised  for  Public  and  Nonpublic  LEP  enrolled  in  special  programs. 
IA4a.  Data  changes  resulted  from  compliance  with  federal  review  recommendations  made 
last  year. 

IA5.     1991-92  data  for  Public  and  Nonpublic  LEPs  not  participating  in  special  programs. 
IBl.     1991-92  data  were  deleted  due  to  reporting  error.  The  1992-93  numbers  are  not 
precise,  collection  methods  for  this  are  being  revised. 

American  Samoa 

IA2.    The  LEP  variation  was  due  to  the  inclusion  of  NLEP  students  served  by  Special 

Education  that  have  not  had  lEP's  developed.  This  has  increased  the  number  of  NLEP 
students  being  served  by  other  Federal  Programs. 

Palau 

Note:  Data  reported  for  1992-93  were  the  same  as  for  1991-92.  We  were  unable  to  contact 
the  SEA  to  verify  these  data. 

Puerto  Rico 

IA2.    Explanation  for  the  LEP  population  increase:  Last  year  some  schools  provided  the 
information,  and  others  did  not.  This  year  they  went  school-to-school  and  got 
numbers.  For  the  most  part,  the  numbers  are  valid.  The  SEA  repons  mat  the  number 
could  be  much  higher. 

Virgin  Islands 

IA2.    The  increase  in  LEP  enrollment  was  caused  by  a  growth  in  the  number  of  migrant 
students  from  the  Dominican  Republic  and  other  islands  with  French  language 
backgrounds, 
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U.S.  DEPARTHENT  OF  EDVCRTZON 
OFTZCS  OF  BILINGUAL  SOyCATION  ASD  MINORITY  LANGUAGES  AFFAIRS 

SuTP'ey  of  states'  LiMlteA  Bnwl±*h  mflcisnt  Persons 


AtraJJLable  Educational  smrvlces 
School  rear  1991-1992 

ReportiJag  RetjwLrwaemts 

Thi»  survey  Lm  a  major  part  of  th«  required  acrcivitl..  und«r  Section  7032  of 
the  BilSaual  Education  Act  (20  U.S.C.  3302)  and  the  State  Educational  Xgency 
?sIa )  Prograi  regulations  (34  CFR  548.10).  The  purpo.e  of  this  survey  i»  to 
co??ect  JSf^atfon  on  the  number  of  limited  English  proficient  (LEP)  persons 
in  the  State  and  the  educational  services  provided  or  available  to  thom. 

The  results  of  this  survey  will  be  used  to  inform  Congress  and  the  U.S. 
Depar-Snent  of  Education  about  the  size  of  the  LEP  population  and  the  services 
available  to  LEP  persons  and  lo  make  funding  decrstions. 

General  Instructions 

o        All  items  of  this  survey  form  must  be  completed, 
o        Include  the  name  of  the  state  on  every  page. 

o  Use  additional  sheets  when  necessary;  make  reference  to  the 
appropriate  page  number  and  survey  item. 

o  The  information  in  Part  I  of  this  survey  should  be  s«vC  aij 
local  educational  agencies  (LEAs)  in  the  state.  The  LEA,s  snoulc 
report  this  information  back  to  the  state  at  which  time  the  stat* 
will  compile  the  results  and  submit  to  OBiiMLA. 

The  information  in  Parts  II  and  III  of  the  survey  are  to  be  answered  by  thi 

Instructions  for  Completing  Form 
Pert  X 

Sgction  A 

Ti»mc  1   wnrt  2.  Self-explanatory 

Ttem^  Count  LEP  students  only  one  time  even  if  they  are  served  b 

more  than  one  (1)  Federal,  State  and/or  Local  programs,  t 
avoid  duplicating  the. student  count. 
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DO  not  includ«  total*  in  thl«  lt«a. 

Provld.  ^  count  of  LSP  .tudant.  who  *r.  not  ^^^J. ••^JoiS 
orooraam.      1£  *11  rad«nt.  ar«  being   ••J^*?,,^^  5?T 

SdSStion6l  proor«i(«)  «uch  a«  tho.e  included  under  Title  VII , 
SeSause  state  law  mandate,  that  all  LEP  students  be  served, 
provide  auch  information  in  this  item- 


Qor-t-Hon  B 

lxam-1- 


Sfji-fion  A. 


provide  number  of  LEP  student,  who  te.t«d  below  tha  state  noM 
in  the  listed  .ubiect  area.  a.  well  a.  other  areas  you  have 
tSaled.  If  state  norm  i.  not  uaed,  deacribe  other  criteria, 
and  reapond  to  thi.  item  utilising  that  norm- 

Sel f -expl anatory 

Provide  number  of  LEP  .tudjnt.  ff*  SJSlSS!? 

or  secondary  school  in  .chool  year  1991-1992,  it  avaxxooAw. 
So  not  imSjde  student,  who  dropped  out  of  .chool  during  1991- 
?992  Lt  returned  to  .chool  later  during  that  year.  Student, 
iho  have  ^located  and  reenrolled  in  other  .chools  are  not  to 
be  counted  as  drop-out.. 

Part  XZ 

Provide  the  stat.  definition  for  LEP,  if  available.  '^'^^ 
ha^no  LEP  definition,  make  reference  to  that  in  this  section. 


Self  -explanatoxry 


Part  ZZZ 


nr^mr-m   FY   1990-1991   enrollment   dsta   provided    in   Part  I, 
r  liems  1  and  2,  with  FY  1991-1992  enrollment  data 
i^iitenS^  in  tSSibei:..     If  number,  from  the  two  years 
iStfSS^  vS^^'bJ  iSr^more.  provide  explanation  of  auch 

variance. 
Self-ejtplanatory 


O  "  •  5 


SUti: 

I 

Bllfll 

Ocaplete  itm  bosd  m  FT  1991-92  anolliat  drta. 

L       mm  BBQUBT  {9es.  7QZ1  (c}(2)U)HCS(i).  W'W  ^  tte  liliagoal  Uuotin  let). 

1.       The  total  BUiber  of  M2  ttudenti  enrolled  ia: 

0       public  schooli  _______ 

0        non-public  icoools  


IMll 


2.       The  totil  suiber  of  UP  students  (K-12]  enrolled  ia: 

b       public  schools 
0       non-oublic  sdtoolt 


Mil 


3.       The  tottl  mober  of  Iff  studots  enrolled  in  instruetiooal 
profiosc  tpecifictlly  designed  to  leet  their  educatiootl 
needs,  (lote:  Provide  the  totil  unAiplieatgd  coat  of  Iff 
enifiMtg  tmnWtA  in  Mtral.  Stit*  ind  loeal  pToymt.  The 
ccabined  tottl  figures  given  in  Itei  3  and  Itei  5.  should  equal  the 
total  in  Ita  2,  abort.) 

0       public  schools 

0       nco-public  soools 


Total 
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Sttu: 


4.       In  tfaii  gtrttflp.  flttr  r'H'^  t  '^^^  •nw^nx!  <f  #»eh  of  thg  fellewifla  pregrm.  IfitodcBtii 

orolled  ia  w*  this  asc  Feaerii,  itite  md  locii  progm.  comt  thei  in  eich  p«gr«.  i.e. ,  dupUated  cant. 

Ii   federal  »roctrm 

0       Chipter  I,  Title  1.  cn   

0       Chiptir  I,  Higriat  _____ 
0       tmi  Stirt 

0       Eiergenq  l«ignnt  SduMtioo  Assittanct  Progr«   

0       Special  Educitiot  

0       VocttioMl  tducatioD   

0        ESa  Title  VII 

•  Tmssition*!  Bilinguil  Educttioo  (TK)  Progm  _______ 

-  Denlopicital  Bilingual  Eiucitioti  (M!)  Progm  

•  Special  AlternatiTe  bstnictiOMi  Progm  (SU?)   

-  Recent  irriwls  (T!I  and  SilP  prioritiei)   

-  Hignet  Schools  (ME  and  SilP  priorities)  

-  Fiiiil  Eagliih  Literacy  Progm   

-  Special  Populations  Prograi   

0       Other  Federal  Education  prograis  (specify) 

BEST  COPY  AV/l;.',;:SLr 


SUti: 


\    f<trt»  gyj/qr  T.ft<y1  yA»f«f4m  PrranaM 


0 


0 


ESL  ODI7  PrograB 


0       Other  (SpecifT) 


The  totti  nuiber  of  UF  students     an  not  cDrolled  in  prograii  listed  in 
Itea  14  {aboTc)  md  vho  need  or  could  beaefit  txm  educatiocil  prograu  such 
as  those  assisted  inder  Title  VII: 

(note:  Ibe  coibiMd  total  figures  giten  is  Ita  3  (oiduplicated  count)  and 
Ites  5  (UP  students  oo  could  beaefit)  should  equal  the  total  in  Itei  2  abore.) 

0       public  sdiools  

0       non-public  schools  


Total  not  enrolled  in  Pro9ratt 
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Stite: 

I.  mum.  oMsnjm  or  up  mats  (ke.  M(e)U){e}(iii)) 


Indicate  tie  nafacr  cf  UP  rtuiknti  in  eaA  of  the  ategoritt  Usted  belcw: 

of  UP  Stateti  lastnaeBfe(s)  Ond 


u)m  Stat»  ion 


1.  toa  Tested 

.  '£nglith  Reading 
.  Hatheaatis 
.  Science 
.  Social  Studies 
.  other  (Specify) 


I.  y^fj^ffp  nf  Ig  fitudf^tK  that  hm  droppfl^      °f  s^wol  i^iriiffl  iyi1-92,  If  auilablt. 


(■■>•  ••  f  y 


suu: 


^  ifitautia  wiksr  Ptrts  llmdm  sfaosU  be  eopletsd  bf  tk  Sttte  BiiKtsr  qbIt* 


n 

nannofia  amm  (see  782i(c)(2)(c)(H)) 

A.       Dcscnbt  the  crittria/iefinitiaa  usto  to  iatttiiy  UP  stodem.  IkIum  tht  pcractilt  cutotf .  i:  ippropriite. 


Check  the  aeutodis)  used  rc  identifr  IZP  students  in  your  State. 
Student  records 
Teacner  obscmticn 

Teacher  inteniev   

Referral  

Parent  infoiMtion 

itudent  grades   

Hooe  iar.muge  surrey   

Inforwi  assesssent   

Language  proficieaq  test  (specify)  ^  

AcaiefcsMt  test  (specify)  

Criterion  referenced  test  (specify) 

Other  (specify)   


Sttte:  _ 

nvm   

iffuBinoi  m  sflkB  ubodb 

coipletfi  the  following  iim  based  oa  cumat  infomtion  for  the  1991-92  icfasol  yw. 
I.     nscmnB  s  hdi  '  siqobrs 

Eipliin  ttj  n»bers  in  It«t  1.2  of  Pirt  1  thit  van  c-pirible  1990-91  rnn^n  of  lEF  itdats  by  ten  percent  (lOt)  or 
Include  in  jour  eiplautiot  the  extent  to  «hira  this  nrimce  ii  i  reiult  of: 

a)  is  or  oat  ligretion',  or 

b)  a  sute  redefinitioo  of  liaited  Inglitb  proficiency  (IZP); 

c)  other  (Specify) 

and  bow  these  fectors  affected  the  LEP  count. 


1. 


SUte:  

BoozRia  OP  nooB  man  ni  iv  mam  (sae.  7Qa(e)(2)(9)) 

Deicribe  briefly  sa±  Feaenl.  State  mi  Locil  progrii  lifted  in  Pert  I.  Ita  A.4.  tbit  proride  lerricei  to  UP  stadents. 
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L  INTRODUCTION 


This  report  summarizes  information  on  the  size,  nature,  and  distribution  of  the  limited 
English  proficient  (LEP)  student  population  in  the  United  States,  It  was  prepared  under 
Task  Order  rX)30  of  the  Special  Issues  Analysis  Center  contract  between  Development 
Associates,  Inc.  and  the  Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Languages  Affairs 
(OBEMLA)  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  (ED). 

A.  Study  Questions 

The  work  on  this  task  order  was  defined  and  structured  by  five  study  questions  defined  by 
OBEMLA: 

1.  What  is  the  number  of  LEP  students  for  the  nation  and  for  each  state, 
comparing  state  reports  with  estimates  from  the  deceniual  Cer\sus? 

2.  What  implications  and  hypotheses  can  be  drawn  from  Cer\sus  trend  data, 
1980-1990,  on  self-reports  about  English  language  ability? 

3.  How  do  state  coimts  compare  with  the  estimates  from  all  sources  on  the 
number  of  LEP  students  by  grade,  language,  ethnicity,  country  of  origin, 
nativity,  length  of  time  in  the  U.S.  and  enrollment  in  government-sponsored 
program  services?  What  discrepancies  between  eligible  and  served  students 
can  be  identified? 

4.  What  methods  are  used  by  states  and  districts  to  collect  LEP  student  counts, 
including  the  extent  these  jurisdictions  demonstrate  well-defined,  consistent 
procedures?  What  are  the  sources  of  bias  affecting  reliability,  if  any,  from 
typical  procedures?  What  evidence,  if  any,  is  there  of  tailoring  LEP 
definitions  to  jurisdictional  counts? 

5.  What  information  is  available  on  methods  and  criteria  used  to  identify,  place 
and  assess  students  in  special  program  and  mainstream  instruction? 

B.  Data  Sources 

In  order  to  address  the  questions  defined  by  OBEMLA,  a  broad  range  of  data  sources  were 
examined.  Many  of  those  data  sources  had  been  identified  by  the  literature  review  of 
federally-supported  studies  which  was  performed  under  Task  Order  DGIO  of  the  SIAC 
contract.  In  addition,  a  number  of  additional  sources  which  were  cited  by  articles  in  the 
literature  review  were  examined,  data  from  State  Education  Agency  reports  to  OBEMLA 
were  analyzed,  and  1990  Census  data  both  from  publications  and  from  materials  included 
on  CD-ROM  discs  were  used.  A  complete  list  of  sources  used  is  provided  in  the  list  of 
references  at  the  end  of  this  report. 
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The  focus  was  on  studies  which  developed  national  estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population. 
In  addition,  the  review  included  selected  studies  which  provided  national-level  information 
on  how  LEP  students  are  defined  by  local  school  systems,  and  how  they  are  assigned  to 
services.  Because  the  focus  was  on  national  counts,  the  review  did  not  (and  could  not) 
examine  studies  which  were  focused  only  at  a  state  or  local  level. 

Altl^ough  the  mandate  was  to  examine  LEP  student  population  estimates,  a  number  of  the 
earlier  studies  which  were  reviewed  focused  instead  on  language  minority  (LM),  non- 
English  language  background  (NELB),  or  primary  language  other  than  English  (PLOTE) 
students.  A  number  of  tliese  studies  were  examined  to  provide  background,  but  counts  of 
these  various  categories  of  students  are  not  included  in  this  paper. 

C.  Organisation  of  the  Report 

There  are  eight  chapters  in  this  report.  The  contents  of  Ohapters  II  through  VIII  are  as 
follows: 

•  Chapter  II  describes  the  two  basic  approaches  to  developing  estimates  of  the 
LEP  student  population  (Census  based  and  school  based),  and  discusses  their 
strengths  and  weaknesses; 

•  Chapter  III  presents  a  summary  of  estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population, 
first  for  the  period  between  1975  and  1989,  and  then  for  recent  (since  1990) 
estimates; 

•  Chapter  FV  describes  trends  over  time  in  the  size  of  the  LEP  student 
population,  using  those  data  sources  which  allow  such  analyses; 

•  Chapter  V  presents  various  findings  on  the  characteristics  of  the  LEP  student 
population,  including  breakdowns  by  state,  grade  level,  native  language,  and 
length  of  time  in  the  U.S.; 

•  Chapter  VI  describes  and  discusses  the  methods  used  by  school  systems  in 
defining  LEP  students  and  in  assigning  them  to  services; 

•  Chapter  Vn  discusses  the  issues  of  why  LEP  population  coimts  are  needed, 
and  whether  there  should  be  a  standard  definition  of  a  LEP  student;  and 

•  Chapter  VIE  summarizes  the  main  findings  of  the  report. 

Appended  to  this  report  is  a  printed  copy  of  a  database  file  which  was  developed  to 
summarize  the  various  coimts  of  LEP  students.  Readers  may  wish  to  refer  to  this  file  for 
further  information  about  tlie  various  studies  and  counts. 
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IL  GENERAL  APPROACHES  TO  COUNTING  LEP  STUDENTS 


A  review  of  the  literature  suggests  that  there  have  been  two  basic  approaches  to  developing 
estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population.  The  first  approach  has  relied  on  household-level 
data  from  the  decennial  Census  or  from  special  data  collections.  The  results  from  these  data 
collections  have  either  been  used  directly,  or  have  been  adjusted  to  develop  better  estimates. 
The  second  approach  has  relied  on  data  from  state  and  local  education  agencies.  Data  from 
such  agencies  have  been  combined  to  generate  national  estimates. 

In  this  chapter  an  analysis  of  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  two  approaches  is  offered. 
The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  provide  a  context  for  reviewing  and  evaluating  various 
estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population. 

A.  Census-Based  Approach 

The  decennial  Cer\sus  and  other  household-based  data  coUectioris  have  systematically 
collected  information  on  language(s)  which  individuals  used  in  the  home  and,  for  those 
persor\s  who  were  reported  to  use  non-English  languages,  on  the  English  language  ability 
of  the  person.  In  various  data  collections  by  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau,  respondents  were 
asked  to  rate  how  well  those  using  non-English  languages  spoke  English  on  a  scale  with 
four  options:  very  well,  well,  not  very  well,  and  not  at  all.  In  two  studies,  the  Department 
of  Education  also' collected  household-level  data  using  a  more  detailed  measture  of  English 
skills  in  listerung,  speaking,  reading,  and  writing. 

Studies  using  a  Census-based  approach  have  focused  on  specific  age  ranges  of  children 
(most  commonly,  either  5-17  or  5-14).  Thus,  these  studies  have  not  examined  the  population 
of  LEP  students,  but  rather  the  population  of  LEP  school-age  children. 

Studies  using  Census-based  approach  have  applied  a  variety  of  methods  to  developing  LEP 
counts.  These  are  described  in  more  detail  in  Chapter  III  of  this  report.  For  example,  based 
on  experience  with  the  Cer\sus  scale  of  oral  English  ability  and  some  validation  studies, 
many  analysts  have  concluded  that  persons  who  are  rated  as  speaking  English  less  than 
"very  well"  are  likely  to  be  LEP.  In  fact,  some  studies  have  suggested  that  a  significant 
number  of  those  rated  as  speaking  English  "very  well"  are  actually  LEP  as  well. 

Despite  differences  in  how  LEP  students  are  defined,  however,  estimates  in  stxidies  using 
a  Census-based  approach  share  common  strengths  and  weaknesses  based  on  the  data 
collection  methodology.  These  are  discussed  in  the  following  sections. 

1.  Strengths  of  the  approach 

The  nature  of  data  collection  in  a  Census-based  study  (particularly  for  the  deceninal 
Census)  means  that  data  are  generally  comprehensive  and  consistent  in  definition. 
As  a  result,  LEP  estimates  using  Census  or  similar  data  are  strong  in  that  they:  (1) 
cover  all  groups  of  school-age  children,  including  those  in  public  schools,  private 
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schools,  and  not  in  school;  (2)  cover  all  geographic  areas  in  the  U.S.;  and  (3)  use  a 
conunon  defirution  of  language  minority  and  LEP  across  all  cases. 

LEP  estimates  using  a  Census-based  approach  include  all  school-age  children.  They 
include  out  of  school  youth  and  private  school  LEP  students,  groups  that  generally 
have  been  difficult  to  identify  in  surveys  of  public  school  districts. 

Estimates  using  Census  or  similar  data  are  also  comprehensive  geographically. 
Census  data  are  collected  in  every  state,  while  school-based  counts  often  exclude 
states  or  school  districts  which  are  unable  or  unwilling  to  provide  counts  of  their  LEP 
students. 

The  third  strength  of  Census-based  counts  are  that  they  rely  on  a  common  definition 
of  a  LEP  student  across  geographic  boundaries.  Different  Census-based  estimates 
have  used  different  definitions,  but  in  all  cases  those  definitions  have  been  specified 
and  applied  to  all  cases.  Thus,  Census-based  estimates  clearly  have  the  advantage 
of  being  able  to  specify  what  has  been  counted. 

2.  Weaknesses  of  the  approach 

The  major  weaknesses  of  Census-based  coimts  of  LEP  students  fall  into  two  major 
categories:  (1)  their  measurement  of  LEP  status;  and  (2)  their  likely  undercoverage 
of  certain  groups. 

Approaches  using  data  from  the  Census  Bureau  rely  on  responses  to  two  questions 
relating  to  use  of  languages  in  the  home  and  on  reported  ability  to  speak  English. 
There  are  a  number  of  problems  with  this  approach  to  collecting  ir\formation  on  LEP 
status. 

For  one,  the  person  answering  the  Census  questions  may  not  be  a  native  English 
speaker,  and  thus  may  not  clearly  understand  the  questions  or  the  response 
alternatives.  For  example,  the  respondent  is  requested  to  make  a  distinction  in 
speaking  ability  between  "very  well,"  "well,"  "not  very  well,"  and  "not  at  all."  This 
distinction  is  one  which  a  native  English  speaker  may  not  be  able  to  make  in  a 
reliable  fashion,  and  the  subtlety  of  the  scale  may  be  lost  based  on  cultural  or 
language  differences. 

The  question  used  to  define  LEP  status  also  refers  solely  to  speaking  ability.  This  is 
just  one  of  the  four  language  modes  (speaking,  listening,  reading,  and  writing)  which 
are  frequently  evaluated  to  define  LEP  status.  A  student  may  have  near  native-like 
oral  English  skills,  but  may  be  far  behind  age/grade  peers  in  terms  of  English 
literacy  skills.  Thus,  any  approach  which  measures  only  speaking  ability  may 
dramatically  underestimate  the  number  of  children  who  need  special  lang;uage 
assistance  in  the  classroom. 


Two  studies  sponsored  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  recognised  this  issue 
and  used  a  more  detailed  measure  of  English  language  ability.  However,  although 
■    these  studies  used  a  common  measure,  there  was  not  agreement  on  how  scores  on 
this  measure  should  be  used  to  define  LEP  status. 

The  second  major  area  of  weakness  of  Census-based  approaches  concerns  the 
coverage  of  the  LEP  population.  The  Census  Bureau  acknowledges  an  undercount, 
particularly  in  urban  areas  and  among  undocumented  individuals.  Because  these  are 
groups  that  are  very  likely  to  include  LEP  students,  the  undercount  in  the  Census  is 
particularly  serious  in  developing  estimates  of  the  number  of  LEP  students. 
Although  some  analysts  attempt  to  deal  with  the  undercount  through  various 
adjustments,  the  precision  of  th.e  estimates  is  still  weakened. 

In  summary,  counts  of  LEP  students  using  Census-based  approach  have  the 
advantages  of  broad  and  consistent  data  coUection.  The  usefulness  of  the  counts  are 
weakened,  however,  by  weak  or  inconsistent  measures  of  LEP  status  and  by  data 
collection  which  may  miss  significant  portions  of  the  population. 

B.  School-based  Approach 

In  developing  estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population,  a  number  of  studies  have  used  data 
provided  by  state  and  local  education  agencies.  The  specific  methodologies  for  data 
coUection  have  varied  from  study  to  study,  but  in  general  the  procedure  has  mvolved 
collecting  independent  LEP  counts  from  schools  or  school  districts,  and  then  summmg  those 
counts  at  state  and /or  national  levels.  When  schools  or  districts  were  sampled  for  data 
coUection,  the  results  have  been  weighted  to  generate  national  estimates. 

Studies  using  a  school-based  approach  to  generating  LEP  estimates  have  in  most  cases  relied 
on  local  definitions  of  LEP  status.  Some  studies  have  included  definitions  of  "LEP"  m  their 
data  coUection  materials,  but  even  in  those  cases,  it  is  Ukely  that  local  definitions  were  those 
used  in  defining  LEP  counts. 

As  for  Census-based  estimates,  school-based  estimates  of  LEP  counts  also  tend  to  share 
common  strengths  and  weaknesses.  These  are  discussed  in  the  sections  below. 

1,  Strengths  of  the  approach 

School-based  estimates  of  LEP  counts  have  a  number  of  advantages  over  Census- 
based  estimates.  The  strengths  of  this  approach  include:  (1)  greater  awareness  by 
respondents  of  what  it  means  to  be  limited  EngUsh  proficient;  (2)  more  sophisticated 
assessments  of  LEP  status;  and  (3)  identification  of  a  population  that  is  actually  bemg 
defined  (and  often  served)  differently  by  school  officials  and  teachers. 

School-based  staff  are  those  who  are  most  aware  of  how  Umited  EngUsh  proficiency 
affects  the  educational  process,  and  thus  how  LEP  students  differ  from  non-LEP 
students.  For  example,  school  staff  generaUy  recognize  that  conversational  English 


which  is  adequate  for  the  playground  may  not  be  adequate  for  functioning  in  a 
classroom  setting.  Similarly,  school  staff  are  those  most  able  to  recognize  that 
English  proficiency  in  one  mode  (speaking,  listening,  reading,  or  writing)  may  not 
necessarily  translate  to  other  modes  for  LEP  students. 

School-based  estimates  of  LEP  cotmts  are  also  those  most  likely  to  include  detailed 
and  sophisticated  assessments  of  LEP  status,  which  better  address  the  complexity  of 
what  it  means  to  be  LEP.  As  reported  in  the  studies  summarized  in  Chapter  VI  of 
this  report,  schools  and  school  districts  typically  use  a  variety  of  different  measures 
and  approaches  to  determine  LEP  status  for  a  specific  student.  The  use  of  multiple 
measures  of  LEP  status  thus  likely  increases  the  validity  of  the  designation. 

The  third  advantage  of  school-based  estimates  is  that  they  identify  a  "real"  population 
of  students,  a  group  which  is  identified  as  LEP  by  the  school  system  and  thus  may 
be  treated  differently  from  other  groups.  Other,  more  operationally  "pure" 
populations  of  LEP  students  could  be  defined,  but  they  would  include  both  LEP  and 
non-LEP  students  as  defined  by  the  school  system. 

2,  Weaknesses  of  the  approach 

There  are  three  types  of  problems  related  to  estimates  of  the  LEP  population  using 
a  school-based  approach:  (1)  varying  definitions  of  LEP  status;  (2)  possible  biases 
affecting  the  counts  of  LEP  students;  and  (3)  uneven  coverage  of  the  population. 

Because  school-based  estimates  generally  are  based  on  local  definitions  of  LEP  status, 
they  do  not  consistently  apply  any  standard  of  what  it  means  to  be  a  LEP  student. 
Thus,  a  student  who  is  labelled  as  LEP  in  one  school  or  district  might  not  be  so 
labelled  in  another  school  or  district.  What  is  being  counted  in  school-based 
estimates  is  the  number  of  students  who  have  been  labelled  as  LEP  by  their  local 
school  systems.  Though  such  estimates  are  interesting  and  may  have  considerable 
policy  relevance,  they  are  not  "objective"  in  the  sense  that  they  measure  the  same 
abilities  (e.g.,  performance  on  a  specific  test)  across  geographic  settings. 

School-based  estimates  can  also  be  affected  by  factors  which  might  inflate  or  deflate 
LEP  coimts.  School  officials  reporting  LEP  counts  might  be  motivated  to  inflate  those 
counts  because  there  are  state  funds  available  on  a  per  LEP  student  basis.  On  the 
other  hand,  because  of  various  legal  mandates  to  serve  all  students  in  need,  school 
officials  might  deflate  LEP  counts  to  reflect  only  those  students  who  are  receiving 
special  services.  Given  the  lack  of  national  standards  (and  generally  flexible  state 
standards)  for  defining  LEP  students,  these  factors  are  even  more  likely  to  affect 
counts,  though  the  direction  and  amount  of  the  bias  have  not  even  been  estimated 
at  this  point. 

The  third  area  of  weakness  of  school-based  counts  of  LEP  students  relates  to 
undercoverage  of  the  population.  A  considerable  number  of  scJiooi  systems  and 
some  states  do  not  systematically  collect  and  report  coimts  of  LEP  students.  For 


example,  four  states  (Arkansas,  Pennsylvania,  Virginia,  and  West  Virginia)  did  not 
request  Title  VII  state  grants  for  FY91,  and  thus  were  not  required  to  submit  state 
LEP  coimts  for  the  1991-92  school  year  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education.  Even 
in  those  states  submitting  reports,  it  is  not  always  clear  that  all  school  districts  are 
included  in  the  counts.  States  and  school  districts  also  provide  very  incomplete 
information  about  the  number  of  private  school  LEP  students  in  their  jurisdictions. 

In  summary,  school-based  counts  of  LEP  students  have  the  advantages  of 
knowledgeable  raters  and  detailed  criteria  for  assigrmient  to  LEP  status,  but  they 
suffer  from  inconsistent  definitions, '  possible  biases  in  counts,  and  areas  of 
undercoverage. 

C.  Summary 

The  analysis  presented  in  this  chapter  suggests  that  both  the  Census-based  and  school-based 
approaches  to  estimating  the  LEP  student  population  have  merit,  but  also  that  there  are 
problems  iiJierent  in  each  approach.  Thus,  the  paper  will  present  results  from  both 
approaches,  will  compare  and  contrast  the  results  as  appropriate,  and  will  attempt  to 
integrate  the  findings  to  the  extent  possible. 
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III.  ESTIMATES  OF  THE  LEP  STUDENT  POPULATION 


As  part  of  this  review,  an  examination  was  made  of  estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population 
from  1976  through  the  present.  The  estimates  were  divided  into  two  groups:  (1)  those 
which  were  made  concerning  the  period  from  1978  to  1989;  and  (2)  recent  (since  1990) 
estimates.  These  two  groups  of  estimates  are  presented  in  separate  sections  of  this  chapter. 

The  literature  on  LEP  students  contains  a  wide  range  of  estimates  of  the  LEP  student 
population  for  this  period.  This  review  focused  on  estimates  which  met  two  criteria:  (1) 
they  involved  counts  of  LEP  students  (i.e.,  the  definition  involved  some  measure  of  limited 
English  proficiency)  rather  than  counts  of  other  populations,  such  as  language  minority 
(LM),  non-English  language  background  (NELB),  or  primary  language  other  than  English 
(PLOTE)  students;  and  (2)  they  were  reasonably  comprehensive  in  terms  of  geographic  and 
age/grade  range  subgroups. 

The  focus  of  this  chapter  is  not  on  changes  in  the  size  of  the  LEP  student  population  over 
time.  That  issue  is  addressed  in  more  detail  in  Qiapter  IV  of  this  paper.  In  this  chapter, 
the  focus  is  on  the  approaches  that  were  used  to  develop  estimates  and  on  the  ranges  of 
those  estimates.  One  conclusion  of  the  review  is  that  it  is  difficult  to  compare  different 
estimates  because  they  were  using  different  definitions  of  LEP  status,  using  different  data 
collection  approaches,  and  counting  different  populations  of  students.  Thus,  the  chapter 
begins  with  a  discussion  of  the  different  dimensions  on  which  counts  of  LEP  students  have 
varied. 

A.  Variables  Affecting  the  Size  of  Estimates 

In  examining  various  estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population,  it  became  clear  that  in  order 
to  describe  and  explain  each  count,  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  define  a  range  of  variables 
relating  to  the  count.  The  analysis  suggested  that  the  most  important  of  these  variables 
were: 

(1)  the  use  of  Census-based  vs.  school-based  data; 

(2)  C'  unts  based  on  school-age  children  vs.  children  enrolled  in  school; 

(3)  the  year  for  which  year  the  estimate  was  made; 

(4)  coimts  made  a  specific  point  in  time  vs.  those  covering  a  "window"  (e.g., 
enrollment  in  a  school  any  time  in  a  school  year); 

(5)  the  specific  age  range  or  grade  range  covered; 

(6)  indiision  vs.  exclusion  of  private  school  students; 

(7)  the  specific  states  and  territories  included;  and 

(8)  the  specific  definition  of  LEP  used. 

For  most  of  the  estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population  reviewed  in  this  paper,  these 
dimensions  could  be  defined.  To  the  extent  possible,  these  dimensions  are  included  in  the 
descriptions  of  the  estimates  presented  below.  What  could  not  be  determined,  however,  was 
the  extent  to  which  variation  on  each  of  the  dimensions  affected  the  size  of  the  estimates. 
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To  make  such  a  determination,  the  analysis  would  have  needed  to  have  had  many  more 
estimates  which  varied  on  fewer  dimensions. 

B.  Estimates  of  the  LEP  Student  Population  from  1978-1989 

The  section  includes  seven  estimates  for  the  period  from  1978-1989.  Tlie  presentation  is 
ordered  by  the  year  for  which  the  estimate  was  made. 

1.        O'Malley  (1981)  -  2,408,000  LEP  children  in  1978 

This  estimate  was  based  on  data  from  the  Children's  English  and  Services  Study 
(CESS).  The  study  included  interviews  in  a  sample  of  35,(XX)  households,  and  in 
those  2200  households  in  which  a  language  other  than  English  was  spoken,  the  study 
also  involved  the  testing  of  children  between  the  ages  of  5  and  14  on  a  measure  of 
English  speaking,  listening,  reading,  and  writing  (the  Language  Measurement  and 
Assessment  Inventory).  The  criterion  for  limited  English  proficiency  which  was  used 
defined  63  percent  of  the  children  tested  as  LEP.  The  study  also  collected 
information  from  schools  concerning  1000  of  those  children. 

This  estimate  included  all  school-age  children  in  the  U.S.  between  the  ages  of  5  and 
14.  O'Malley  estimated  that  there  could  have  been  as  many  as  1.2  niillion  additional 
LEP  children  younger  or  older  than  the  5-14  year  olds  but  also  of  school  age.  A 
review  by  the  National  Center  for  Educational  Statistics  also  suggested  a  9.22  percent 
higher  estimate  using  an  alternative  analytic  procedure. 

O'Malley  (1982)  reported  that  when  schools  were  asked  to  rate  the  language 
proficiency  of  students  identified  by  CESS  as  LEP,  most  of  the  students  rated  were 
defined  as  either  "adequate"  (29  percent)  or  "can  use  very  well"  (34  percent).  Fewer 
of  the  students  identified  as  LEP  by  CESS  were  rated  as  "slightly  limited"  (21 
percent),  "very  limited"  (11  percent),  or  "severely  Limited"  (5  percent).  Assuming  the 
validity  of  the  CESS  measure  and  cutoffs,  this  implied  that  schools  overrated  the 
English  language  capabilities  of  language  minority  students. 

2.        Chapa  (1990)  -  2,468,921  LEP  children  in  1979 

This  estimate  was  based  on  data  from  the  November  1979  Current  Population  Survey 
(CPS)  and  data  from  the  CESS  (see  No.  1  above)  concerning  the  ratios  of  LEP 
children  to  non-English  language  background  (NELB)  children  as  reported  in  Macias 
and  Spencer  (1984).  Chapa  developed  this  estimate  by  multiplying  the  CPS  estimates 
of  the  NELB  population  by  ratios  found  for  Spanish  and  other  language  groups  in 
the  CESS. 

Thus,  the  basic  methodolog>'  was  similar  to  that  used  in  the  CESS  estimate.  For  this 
estimate,  however,  the  NELB  population  was  defined  by  a  CPS  sample  of  53,000 
households  surveyed  a  year  after  the  CESS,  and  the  NELB  population  included  all 
children  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17.  Two  key  assumptions  of  this  estimate  were 


that  the  cutoffs  whic±i  defined  the  LEP  to  NELB  ratio  in  the  CESS  study  were  valid 
and  that  the  ratios  for  5  to  14  year  olds  could  be  applied  to  15  to  17  year  olds. 

3.  U.S.  Department  of  Education  (1987)  •  1,752,000  LEP  children  in  1980 

This  estimate  was  based  on  data  ftom  the  1980  Census  and  from  the  English 
Language  Proficiency  Survey  (ELPS)  conducted  in  1982.  In  the  ELPS,  English 
language  proficiency  tests  (the  same  as  those  in  the  CESS)  were  administered  to  8,800 
children  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17.  Four  thousand  of  these  children  were  in 
language  minority  households  and  the  remaining  4,800  were  in  homes  where  only 
English  was  spoken.  Language  minority  children  were  defined  as  those  who  came 
from  a  household  in  which  the  household  head  and  one  other  person  spoke  a  non- 
Eri'glish  language.  Based  on  score  distributions  for  English-only  children,  English 
proficiency  cutoffs  at  the  20th  percentile  were  estimated  for  each  single  year  of  age, 
5  through  17.  By  means  of  multiple  regression  analysis  of  the  data  from  language 
minority  children,  models  were  then  developed  for  predicting  differential 
probabilities  of  scoring  below  those  proficiency  cutoffs  based  on  characteristics  in  the 
1980  Census. 

Those  models  were  then  applied  to  714  subgroups  (14  language  groups  in  51  states 
(including  D.C.))  to  develop  estimates  of  the  number  of  LEP  children  in  those  groups. 
The  data  for  these  projections  were  from  the  15  percent  sample  of  the  1980  Census. 
According  to  these  definitions,  there  were  4,955,000  language  minority  children  in  the 
U.S.  in  1980,  approximately  35  percent  of  whom  were  LEP. 

4.  Development  Associates,  Inc.  and  Research  Triangle  Institute  (1984)  - 
1,355,000  LEP  students  in  1983 

This  estimate  was  based  on  data  from  a  sample  of  191  school  districts,  vvith 
oversampling  for  states  and  districts  with  large  numbers  of  LEP  students.  Districts 
were  asked  to  report  the  numbers  of  language-minority,  limited-English-proficient 
(LM-LEP)  students  enrolled  in  Fall,  1983  in  the  district  in  each  of  the  grades  from  K 
to  6,  and  of  students  ages  5  to  12  who  were  not  placed  in  a  grade  level.  The 
following  definition  of  LM-LEP  student  was  supplied: 

A  student  whose  native  language  is  other  than  Eiiflish  and  whose  skills  in 
listening  to,  speaking,  reading  or  writing  English  ai'e  such  that  he/she  derives 
little  beriefit  from  regular  school  instruction. 

Districts  were  asked  to  use  local  operational  definitions  to  define  this  group.  Based 
on  the  data  provided  by  districts,  tlie  authors  projected  a  total  of  840,000  LEP 
students  in  grades  K  to  6  in  public  schools  in  the  U.S.  Using  certain  assumptions, 
they  then  estimated  the  total  number  of  public  and  private  school  LEP  students  in 
grades  K-12  in  the  U.S.  to  be  1.355  million. 
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5. 


Atlantic  Resources  Corp.  (1991)  •  1,472,042  LEP  students  in  1986 


This  estixMte  was  based  on  data  from  a  survey  of  state  education  agencies  (SEAs)  by 
OBEMLA  as  funded  under  the  Title  VII  SEA  Grant  Program.  The  definition  of  a  LEP 
student  was  based  on  a  state  or  local  determination.  A  total  of  45  states  and 
territories  (including  D.C.,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Northern  Marianas  Islands) 
responded  to  the  survey.  The  states  not  included  in  the  program  were  Alabama, 
Arkansas,  Delaware,  Kansas,  Pennsylvania,  South  Carolina,  Virgirua,  and  West 
Virginia.  These  eight  states  included  less  than  5  percent  of  all  LEP  students 
according  to  1990  Census  data  (see  Chapter  V). 

This  estimate  was  of  LEP  students  in  public  and  private  schools  in  the  U.S.  and 
territories  during  the  1985-86  school  year.  Thus,  it  represented  a  "window"  estimate 
in  which  it  is  conceivable  that  the  same  student  could  have  been  counted  twice  by 
two  different  jurisdictions  if  the  student  moved  during  the  school  year.  In  addition, 
according  to  the  authors,  the  data  on  private  school  students  were  reported  to  be 
particularly  weak. 

6.  Chapa  (1990)  -  3,684,995  LEP  children  in  1988 

This  estimate  is  related  to  estimate  No.  2  above.  It  was  based  on  data  from  the  June 
1988  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  and  LEP/NELB  ratios  from  the  CESS  as 
reported  in  Macias  and  Spencer  (1984).  Chapa  used  data  on  race /ethnicity  and  own 
and  parents'  country  of  birth  (which  he  used  to  identify  first  generation  and  second 
generation  immigrants)  from  the  1988  CPS  to  estimate  the  NELB  population  in  1988. 
He  then  applied  the  LEP/NELB  ratios  for  Spanish  and  other  language  groups  from 
the  CESS  to  estimate  the  LEP  population. 

This  estimate  is  of  all  LEP  children  ages  5-17  in  the  U.S.  In  developing  his  estimate 
of  the  NELB  population  in  1988,  Chapa  relied  on  data  from  the  November  1979  CPS 
which  included  information  on  ethnic  group  and  own  and  parents'  place  of  birth  as 
well  as  a  direct  measure  of  N^LB  status.  He  assumed  the  proportions  of  NELB 
children  within  ethnic  and  immigrant  generation  groups  were  the  same  in  1988  as 
in  1979.  He  also  assumed  that  the  LEP/NELB  ratios  from  CESS  which  were 
developed  for  Spaiush  and  other  language  groups  in  1978  were  correct  and  still 
applicable  to  NELB  children  in  1988. 

7,  McArthux  (1993)  -  1,808,000  children  in  1989  with  difficulty  speaking 
English 

rnis  estimate  was  based  on  data  from  the  November  1989  Current  Population  Survey 
(CPS).  It  represented  the  number  of  children  ages  5  to  17  in  the  U.S.  who  were 
reported  to  speak  a  language  other  than  English  in  the  home  and  who  were  reported 
to  speak  English  less  than  "very  well"  (i.e.,  they  were  reported  to  speak  English 
"well,"  "not  weU,"  or  "not  at  all"). 
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McArthur  explicitly  chose  not  to  use  the  term  LEP  to  describe  these  children,  because 
the  ratings  were  subjective  and  because  they  only  involved  speaking  ability  rather 
than  all  language  skills.  She  cited  evidence  from  the  English  Language  Proficiency 
Study  (ELPS),  however,  which  reinforced  the  use  of  Census  results  "as  an  aggregate 
measure  to  estimate  the  size  of  the  limited-English  proficient  population." 
Specifically/  she  reported  that  persons  who  were  reported  as  speaking  English  "very 
well"  passed  a  language  test  at  a  rate  sinular  to  English-only  persons,  while  persons 
rated  as  speaking  "well,"  "not  well,"  or  "not  at  all"  had  significantly  higher  rates  of 
failure. 

The  seven  estimates  are  shown  graphically  in  Figure  1.  The  figiure  illustrates  the  broad 
range  of  these  estimates,  and  the  fact  that  it  is  difficult  to  draw  historical  conclusions  about 
the  LEP  population  from  them. 

C.  Recent  Estimates  (Since  1990)  of  the  LEP  Student  Population 

The  criteria  for  choosing  recent  estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population  were  similar  to 
those  for  choosing  earlier  estimates:  (1)  they  needed  to  involve  covmts  of  children  with 
limited  English  proficiency  rather  than  some  other  characteristic  (e.g.,  primary  language 
other  than  English);  and  (2)  they  needed  to  be  reasonably  comprehensive  geographically  and 
in  terms  of  grade  level  or  age  range.  In  contrast  to  this  general  principle,  we  have  included 
data  from  the  "Prospects"  study  of  the  federal  Oiapter  1  Program,  even  though  only  three 
grade  levels  were  included,  because  it  represents  a  somewhat  different  approach  to  LEP 
estimates.  As  in  the  previous  section,  the  presentation  is  ordered  by  the  year  for  which  the 
estimates  were  made. 

1.  Bureau  of  the  Census  (1993)  -  2,388,243  children  in  1990  with  difficulty 
speaking  English 

This  estimate  comes  directly  from  summary  tables  of  the  1990  Census  based  on  data 
from  the  "long  form,"  which  was  completed  by  a  1/6  sample  of  the  overall  U.S. 
population.  It  represents  the  number  of  children  ages  5  to  17  in  the  U.S.  who  spoke 
a  language  other  than  English  in  the  home  and  who  were  rated  as  speaking  English 
less  than  "very  well."  As  described  in  the  previous  section,  some  analysts  do  not 
consider  this  count  to  be  an  estimate  of  school-age  LEP  children  because  it  is  based 
only  on  subjective  ratings  of  the  ability  to  speak  English.  However,  the  count  does 
have  some  meaning  of  its  own,  and  it  serves  as  a  benchmark  for  defining  other 
estimates. 

2,  August  and  Hakuta  (1993)  -  3,307,500  LEP  children  in  1990 

This  estimate  was  based  on  data  from  the  1990  Census  and  California's  Language 
Census.  The  authors  compared  the  number  of  LEP  students  identified  through 
California's  Language  Census  (986,462)  with  Census  data  on  the  number  of  state 
residents  ages  5  to  17  who  spoke  a  language  other  than  English  in  the  home 
(1,879,0(X)).  They  used  these  data  to  define  a  LEP/LM  percentage  of  52.5  percent. 
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The  authors  justified  this  approach  as  follows:  "Because  of  its  uniform  assessment 
criteria  and  strict  reporting  requirements,  California's  annual  Language  Census 
probably  yields  the  most  accurate  LEP  count  of  any  State. "  The  authors  then 
multiplied  this  LEP/LM  percentage  by  the  national  count  of  children  ages  5  to  17 
who  spoke  a  language  other  than  English  in  the  home  (6.3  million)  to  generate  their 
estimate.  . 

ITie  estimate  was  based  on  two  assumptions.  First,  it  assumed  that  the  California 
LEP  count  was  valid  and  reliable,  and  that  individual  districts  and  schools  in  the 
state  were  consistent  in  how  they  identified,  placed,  and  exited  LEP  students.  . 
Second,  the  estimate  assumed  that  the  California  LEP/LM  percentage  was  equally 
applicable  nationwide. 

3.  .  Hopstock  et  al.  (1993)  -  1,997,742  LEP  students  in  1991 

This  estimate  was  based  on  data  collected  from  state  education  agencies  (SEAs)  as 
part  of  the  sampling  process  for  the  "Descriptive  Study  of  Services  to  Limited  English 
Proficient  Students."  Data  on  the  number  of  LEP  students  per  district  were  collected 
from  SEAs  in  order  to  draw  a  sample  of  districts.  Comprehensive  data  were  received 
from  all  states  except  Pennsylvania,  which  listed  orUy  the  nine  districts  with  the 
largest  LEP  enrollments.  A  survey  was  done  of  10  percent  of  the  remaining  districts 
in  Permsylvarua  in  order  to  develop  a  state  estimate. 

This  estimate  was  of  LEP  students  enrolled  in  public  school  districts  in  1990-91. 
Thus,  it  involved  a  "window"  and  was  not  an  estimate  at  a  particular  point  in  time. 
Data  from  Colorado  were  adjusted  slightly  because  they  were  "seat  covmt"  rather  than 
enrollment  numbers. 

4.  Fleischman  and  Hopstock  (1993)  -  2,314,079  LEP  students  in  1991 

This  estimate  was  based  on  a  mail  survey  of  745  school  districts  conducted  as  part 
of  the  "Descriptive  Study  of  Services  to  Limited  English  Proficient  Students."  The 
sampling  plan  for  the  survey  included  the  100  districts  with  the  largest  numbers  of 
LEP  students  (according  to  sampling  data),  and  was  weighted  so  that  districts  with 
greater  numbers  of  LEP  students  had  higher  probabilities  of  selection  (thus 
improving  the  reliability  of  the  estimate). 

The  estimate  was  of  LEP  students  in  grades  K-12  who  were  enroUed  in  pubUc  schools 
intheU.S.  inFalI1991.  LEP  students  were  defined  as  follows:  "Individuals  not  bom 
in  the  United  States  or  whose  native  language  is  other  than  English,  and  individuals 
who  come  from  non-English  dominant  environments,  whose  skills  in  English  are  so 
limited  that  they  derive  lil-tle  benefit  from  regular  school  instruction."  In  responding 
to  the  survey,  districts  were  told  to  use  their  own  operational  definitions  of  this 
concept. 
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5.  Henderson,  Abbott,  and  Strang  (1993)  -  2,430,712  LEP  students  in  1992 

This  estimate  was  based  on  data  from  a  survey  of  state  education  agencies  (SEAs)  by 
OBEMLA  as  funded  under  the  Title  VII  SEA  Grant  Program.  The  definition  of  a  LEP 
student  was  based  on  state  or  local  determination.  A  total  of  52  states  and  territories 
(including,  D.C.,  American  Samoa,  the  Northem  Marianas  Islands,  Palau,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands)  responded  to  the  survey.  The  states  not  included  were 
Arkansas,  Pennsylvania,  Virginia,  and  West  Virginia.  These  states  included  3  percent 
of  all  LEP  students  according  to  1990  Census  data  (see  Chapter  V). 

This  estimate  was  of  LEP  students  in  public  and  private  schools  in  the  U.S.  and 
territories  during  the  1991-92  school  year.  Thus,  it  was  an  estimate  based  on  a 
"window,"  in  which  duplication  across  jurisdictions  was  possible  if  a  student  moved 
during  the  school  year.  Many  respondents  also  acknowledged  that  estimates  of 
private  school  LEP  students  were  weak. 

6.  Puma  and  Jones  (1993)  -  595,165  LEP  students  in  grades  1,3,  and  7  in  1992 

This  estimate  was  based  on  data  from  the  "Prospects"  study  of  the  federal  Chapter 
1  Program.  Data  were  collected  at  the  local  level  concerning  a  sample  of  individual 
students.  Students  were  labelled  as  LEP  if  they  met  any  of  six  criteria,  including 
teacher  identification,  receipt  of  English  as  a  Second  Language  (ESL)  services,  or 
school  identification  as  "language  limited"  for  testing  purposes.  Schools  with  high 
percentages  of  language  minority  students  were  oversampled  in  the  study. 

The  study  involved  three  cohort  groups  at  the  first,  third,  and  seventh  grade  levels. 
Thus,  estimates  only  at  those  levels  were  generated  by  the  authors  of  the  Prospects 
study.  However,  by  using  some  assumptions  and  approximations  not  part  of  the 
Prospects  study,  the  authors  of  this  review  generated  an  estimate  of  the  K-12 
population  from  these  numbers*  For  grades  2,4,5  and  6,  estimates  were  created  by 
interpolation  between  estimates  from  the  Prospects  study  in  the  given  grades.  For 
kindergarten  and  grades  8-12,  ratios  were  developed  between  the  grades  to  be 
estimated  and  grades  in  the  Prospects  study  based  on  data  from  the  Descriptive 
Study  of  Services  to  LEP  Students  (e.g.,  grade  8  LEP  students  /  grade  7  LEP 
students),  and  those  ratios  were  then  applied  to  the  Prospects  data.  Based  on  these 
estimates  losing  data  from  the  Prospects  study,  the  number  of  LEP  students  would 
be  approximately  2.16  million. 

In  summary,  five  of  the  six  estimates  presented  in  this  section  were  in  the  range  from  2.0 
million  to  2.5  million.  This  convergence  is  not  surprising,  given  that  they  were  all  school- 
based  estimates  covering  the  same  period.  The  one  estimate  which  was  dramatically  higher 
(approximately  3.3  million)  used  a  methodology  employing  both  Census  and  school  data, 
and  relied  on  a  unique  set  of  assiunptions. 
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D.  Summary  of  Findings 

Estimates  of  the  size  of  the  LEP  student  population  which  have  been  developed  over  the 
past  twelve  years  have  covered  a  very  wide  range.  The  estimates  which  have  been 
summarized  in  tins  paper  ranged  from  1.355  million  to  3.685  million.  However,  even  higher 
estimates  continue  to  be  used  by  some  analysts.  For  example  in  a  recent  publication,  the 
Council  of  Chief^State  School  Officers  (1991)  noted  a  diversity  of  estimates  from  1.2  million 
to  5.3  million,  and  concluded  that  3.5  million  was  probably  a  best  estimate. 

What  is  most  clear  from  all  of  these  differing  estimates  is  that  analysts,  could  not  agree  on 
criteria  for  defining  LEP  students.  Although  there  was  variation  based  on  the  data  collection 
methodologies  and  population  groups  included,  the  most  important  factor  differentiating 
estimates  appeared  to  be  the  standard  for  determining  whether  a  child  was  or  was  not  LEP. 
Studies  which  relied  on  the  CESS  assumed  that  almost  two-thirds  of  language  minority 
children  had  English  skills  which  were  limited  enough  to  be  labelled  LEP.  August  and 
Hakuta  (1993)  assumed  that  approximately  half  of  LM  children  were  LEP.  Other  analysts 
and  school-based  staff  believed  that  a  smaller  proportion  of  language  minority  students 
should  be  so  labelled. 

A  review  of  the  literature  shows  that  considerable  energy  has  been  devoted  to  determining 
a  "correct"  answer  to  this  question.  It  is  unclear,  however,  whether  any  objective  standards 
for  judging  "correctness"  can  be  developed  on  this  issue  given  the  nature  of  the  legal 
definition  of  LEP  students.  At  the  heart  of  this  issue  is  the  question,  "How  limited  in 
English  language  ability  does  a  student  have  to  be  in  order  for  that  limitation  to  deny  him 
or  her  the  opportunity  to  learn  successfully  in  English-only  classrooms?"  There  is  no 
objective  answer  to  that  question,  and  thus  no  objective  criteria  can  be  developed  for  judging 
the  "correctness"  of  LEP  rates  within  language  minority  populations. 

In  order  to  develop  a  reliable  and  consistent  count  of  LEP  students,  the  field  wiU  need  to 
agree  on  an  operational  definition  of  LEP  status.  The  advantages  and  disadvantages  of 
moving  toward  such  a  defiiution  are  discussed  further  in  Chapter  VU. 
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IV.  TKENDS  IN  THE  SIZE  OF  THE  LEP  POPULATION 


In  the  preceding  chapters,  a  number  of  "point  in  time"  estimates  of  the  LEP  student 
population  were  presented.  In  this  chapter,  the  available  data  to  assess  trends  in  the  size 
of  }he  LEP  population  are  described.  The  chapter  first  describes  what  data  are  available  to 
assess  trends,  next  describes  what  trends  have  been  found,  and  last  discusses  the 
implications  of  the  data  for  future  estimates  of  LEP  counts, 

A.  Data  Sources  To  Assess  Trends 

As  illustrated  by  the  discussions  in  the  previous  chapters,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  compare 
estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population  across  studies.  Studies  differ  in  how  the  data  are 
collected,  how  LEP  students  are  defined,  who  is  included  in  the  estimate,  and  whether  the 
estimate  is  for  a  point  in  time  or  across  a  longer  "window."  Thus,  using  estimates  from 
different  studies  conducted  at  different  times  to  assess  trends  in  the  size  of  the  LEP  student 
population  is  extremely  problematic. 

In  order  to  draw  valid  conclusions  about  trends  in  the  LEP  population,  the  following 
conditions  need  to  be  met: 

(1)  separate  estimates  need  to  be  developed  at  points  in  time  far  enough  apart  for 
trends  to  be  apparent; 

(2)  the  separate  estimates  need  to  share  a  common  definition  of  what  it  means  to 
be  a  LEP  student; 

(3)  the  estimates  need  to  share  a  similar  data  collection  methodology  and  similar 
data  collection  instruments;  and 

(4)  the  estimates  need  to  be  made  about  the  same  LEP  population  group  (e.g., 
school-age  students  in  the  50  states  and  the  District  of  Columbia). 

This  review  identified  ortly  two  sets  of  estimates  that  met  most  of  these  conditions:  (1) 
Census  estimates  in  1980  and  1990  of  the  number  of  school  age  children  who  speak  a 
language  other  than  English  in  the  home  and  who  are  rated  as  speaking  English  less  than 
"very  well;"  and  (2)  estimates  by  State  Education  Agencies  of  the  LEP  student  populations 
in  their  states  yearly  from  the  1985-86  to  1991-92  school  years. 

The  Census  data  from  1980  and  1990  used  the  same  questions  asked  in  the  same  way,  and 
covered  the  same  population.  Both  data  collections  for  these  itemo  involved  sampling,  but 
the  samples  for  both  estimates  were  large  enough  to  draw  highly  reliable  conclusions.  Both 
estimates  were  affected  by  an  undercount,  but  there  are  not  strong  reasons  to  believe  that 
the  undercount  affected  the  coimts  differentially.  Thus,  we  believe  that  comparisons  of  the 
two  estimates  can  be  validly  drawn. 
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Estimates  from  State  Education  Agencies  (SEAs)  across  the  seven  years  also  involved  similar 
questions  being  asked  using  a  similar  data  collection  methodology.  States  were  asked  to 
indicate  the  number  of  LEP  students  which  they  had.  Based  on  informal  conversations  with 
SEA  staff,  it  appears  that  in  most  cases  states  developed  their  estimates  through  surveys  of 
all  school  districts,  though  response  rates  and  survey  methodologies  within  states  did  vary. 
Another  difference  across  years  was  in  the  specific  states  which  responded  to  the  state 
survey.  Although  most  states  (and  all  of  the  top  five  in  terms  of  expected  numbers  of  LEP 
students)  were  included  in  all  of  the  years,  there  was  some  variation  in  the  specific  states 
which  were  included.  Despite  some  minor  variation,  however,  it  appears  that  the  SEA 
reports  are  consistent  enough  to  draw  valid  across  year  comparisons. 

B.  Trends  in  the  Size  of  the  LEP  Student  Population 

Figure  2  shows  the  trend  data  from  these  two  types  of  data  collections  shown  on  a  common 
scale.  We  believe  that  the  main  conclusions  to  be  drawn  from  the  figure  relate  to  the  slopes 
of  the  trend  lines,  rather  than  the  absolute  differences  between  the  lines.  Because  of  the 
differences  in  data  collection  approaches,  definitions  of  a  LEP  student,  and  populations 
being  studied,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  absolute  estimates  should  be 
comparable. 

An  examination  of  the  trend  lines  in  Figure  2  suggests  that: 

•  The  number  of  LEP  students  has  inaeased  dramatically  in  recent  years,  by 
518,329  in  ten  years  according  to  the  Census  data,  and  by  967,670  in  six  years 
according  to  SEA  data. 

•  The  rate  of  increase  as  indicated  by  SEA  data  (66  percent  over  six  years)  was 
significantly  greater  than  the  rate  of  increase  indicated  by  Census  data  (28 
percent  over  ten  years). 

Although  there  has  been  controversy  about  the  absolute  nimiber  of  LEP  students,  there 
appears  to  be  general  agreement  that  the  size  of  the  LEP  student  population  has  been 
increasing. 

The  differences  in  the  rates  of  increase  shown  in  Figure  2  are  more  difficult  to  interpret.  The 
following  hypotheses  are  offered: 

•  SEAs  have  become  more  effective  in  identifying  LEP  students  in  their  states 
because  of  improved  data  collection  procedures.  Thus,  the  increases  found  are 
partially  due  to  improved  state  data  collection  procedures,  and  the  actual 
inaeases  in  the  LEP  population  are  smaller  than  those  shovra  in  the  SEA  data. 

•  LEAs  are  increasingly  likely  to  label  students  as  LEP  because  awareness  and 
services  to  LEP  students  have  increased.  Thus,  the  increases  in  SEA  LEP 
coimts  are  partially  due  to  changing  identification  methods  and  criteria,  and 
increases  in  the  LEP  population  are  smaller  than  those  shown  in  the  SEA  data. 
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•  The  1990  Census  may  have  been  less  effective  than  the  1980  C'^nsus  in 
reaching  households  with  LEP  students.  There  was  a  major  political 
controversy  about  whether  the  1990  Census  data  should  be  adjusted  because 
of  an  undercount  of  specific  groups  in  specific  states.  Thus,  the  rate  of 
increase  in  the  LEP  population  may  have  been  greater  than  shown  in  the 
Census  data. 

•  Persons  responding  to  the  1990  Census  may  have  been  less  likely  than  those 
in  the  1980  Census  to  rate  their  children  as  speaking  English  less  than  "very 
well/'  either  because  of  lower  standards  or  because  of  changes  in  how  non- 
English  speakers  are  perceived.  Thus,  the  rate  of  increase  in  the  LEP 
population  may  have  been  greater  than  shown  in  the  Census  data. 

•  Both  rates  of  increase  may  be  'correct.'"  The  differences  may  have  been  based 
on  the  natures  of  the  populations  being  counted  or  the  definition  of 
proficiency  which  was  used  (e.g.,  school-age  children  with  limited  oral  English 
ability  versus  students  in  school  with  limited  English  oral  and  literacy  skills). 

Based  on  the  information  collected,  it  is  difficult  to  evaluate  these  various  hypotheses.  Thus, 
a  reasonable  conclusion  might  be  that  the  actual  rate  of  growth  of  the  LEP  student 
population  was  probably  somewhere  between  the  rates  indicated  by  these  two  sources  (i.e., 
in  the  range  of  3-10  percent  a  year). 

C*  Implicatioits  of  Trends  in  the  Size  of  the  LEP  Student  Population 

Making  projections  about  future  changes  in  the  LEP  student  population  based  on  recent 
history  is  an  extremely  risky  undertaking.  The  last  research  group  that  seriously  attempted 
to  do  so  (Oxford  et  al.,  1980,  1984)  made  projections  to  the  year  2000  based  on  overall 
Census  projections  and  data  collected  in  the  period  from  1975  to  1980.  Based  on  what 
seemed  to  be  reasonable  assumptions,  Oxford  et  al.  estimated  that  the  LEP  population 
between  ages  5  and  14  would  grow  from  2.5  million  in  1976  to  2.8  million  in  1990  (12 
percent  in  fourteen  years). 

What  happened  in  the  interim  were  large  and  unexpected  immigrations  from  Southeast 
Asia,  Central  America,  and  other  parts  of  the  world,  and  a  host  of  other  social  and 
demographic  changes.  Given  the  ambiguity  in  how  the  LEP  population  is  defined  and 
imcertainty  about  the  world  situation,  making  projections  based  on  present  conditions  and 
trends  would  seem  to  be  equally  problematic. 

The  number  of  LEP  students  who  will  be  attending  U.S.  schools  in  the  future  will  be 
detemrdned  by  (among  other  things): 

•  imiTUgration  pattems  (both  legal  and  illegal); 

•  birth  rates  of  immigrant  and  other  language  minority  populations; 

•  English  proficiency  levels  of  immigrants  and  their  children  (e.g.,  some 
Southeast  Asian  immigrants  knew  English  or  learned  some  in  refugee  camps); 


20 


•  how  LEP  status  is  defined  in  the  future; 

•  rates  of  reclassification  to  non-LEP  for  children  entering  school  as  LEP;  and 

•  school  attendance  and  dropout  rates  for  LEP  children. 

Making  informed  estimates  about  these  factors  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  paper.  It  is 
reasonable  to  assume,  however,  that  the  LEP  student  population  will  continue  to  grow. 
Thus,  school  systems  and  schools  will  need  to  prepare  themselves  for  an  expanding 
population  of  children  who  will  bring  a  native  language  other  than  English  and  limited 
English  skills  to  their  classrooms. 
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V.  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  THE  LEP  STUDENT  POPULATION 


This  chapter  summarizes  information  on  characteristics  of  the  LEP  student  population.  The 
chapter  presents  information  on  geographic  distribution,  grade  level  distribution,  language 
backgrounds,  ethnicity  and  country  of  origin,  place  of  birth  and  length  of  time  in  the  U.S., 
and  enrollment  in  various  government  sponsored  programs.  Much  of  the  information  is 
from  the  Descriptive  Study  of  Services  to  Limited  English  Proficient  Students,  conducted  by 
Development  Associates,  Inc. 

A*  Geographic  Distribution  of  LEP  Students 

There  are  two  major  sources  of  recent  information  about  the  geograpluc  distribution  of  LEP 
students  in  the  U.S.  They  are  the  1990  Census,  and  the  most  recent  SEA  survey  responses 
on  the  number  of  LEP  students  in  their  states.  The  Census  data  involved  the  number  of 
children  ages  5  to  17  in  1990  who  spoke  a  language  other  than  English  in  the  home  and  who 
were  rated  as  speaking  English  less  than  "very  well."  The  SEA  data  represented  the 
numbers  of  LEP  students  in  public  and  private  schools  as  defined  by  state  and  local 
agencies. 

The  distributions  by  state  for  these  two  groups  are  shown  in  Table  1.  The  first  column 
shows  the  Census  estimate,  while  the  second  column  shows  the  SEA  estimate.  Data  from 
both  sources  clearly  showed  that  California  had  the  most  LEP  students,  followed  by  Texas, 
New  York,  Florida,  and  Illinois. 

We  compared  the  two  estimates  for  each  state  in  the  third  column  of  the  table  by  dividing 
the  SEA  estimate  by  the  Census  estimate.  For  the  nation  as  a  whole,  the  ratio  of  these  two 
estimates  is  1.0,  indicating  that  the  overall  estimates  were  very  close.  Where  the  ratios  for 
individual  states  vary  widely  from  the  1.0  national  ratio,  it  indicates  that  the  two  coxmts  are 
disparate.  SEA  counts  were  significantly  higher  in  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Montana, 
Alaska,  and  Utah,  very  likely  because  more  Native  American  students  were  included  in  SEA 
counts  than  in  Census  counts.  Given  the  legal  defiiution  of  Native  American  LEP  students 
which  is  to  be  used  for  state  LEP  counts,  this  discrepancy  is  understandable. 

Census  counts  were  significantly  higher  than  SEA  counts  in  Alabama,  Kentucky,  South 
Carolina,  Indiarui,  Ohio,  North  Carolina,  Missouri,  New  Hampshire,  and  Georgia.  It  would 
appear  that  school  systems  in  these  states  were  less  likely  to  identify  and  label  students  as 
LEP  thaih  school  systems  in  other  states. 

Table  2  shows  those  counties  in  the  U.S.  which  according  to  1990  Census  data  had  at  least 
10,000  children  ages  5  to  17  who  were  rated  as  speaking  English  less  than  "very  well."  As 
the  table  shows,  there  were  35  such  counties,  16  in  California  and  8  in  Texas. 
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TABLE  1 

State-Level  Limited  English  Proficient  Estimates: 

(Sources.  L*  S  Depanment  ot  Commerce.  19^0,  Hendenon  et  ax.,  1993) 


State 

1990  Census 

1991-92  SEA  Survev 

SEA/Census  Data 

AT 

8,117 

1,671 

0.2 

4,111 

12,056 

2.9 

61,069 

75,941 

1.2 

4,304 

2,000 

0.5 

796,905 

1,078,705 

1.4 

CO 

17,908 

25,025 

1.4 

26,738 

16,703 

0.6 

DE 

2,765 

2,086 

0.8 

DC 

3,989 

3,555 

0.9 

FT 

113,441 

97,288 

0.9 

CA 

19,834 

7,955 

0.4 

HT 

11,253 

10,433 

0.9 

TD 

4,633 

4,980 

1.1 

TT 

102,031 

87,178 

0.9 

TIM 

19,078 

4,822 

0.3 

TA 

7,375 

4,417 

0.6 

8,818 

6,180 

0.7 

KY 

7,475 

1,544 

0.2 

LA 

16326 

9,040 

0.5 

ME 

2,655 

1,770 

0.7 

MD 

21379 

12,580 

0.6 

MA 

50,444 

42,912 

0.9 

MI 

27,815 

36,720 

1.3 

MN 

17,013 

15,769 

0.9 

MS 

6,186 

3,058 

0.5 

MO 

12,230 

4,350 

0.4 

continued 


TABLE  1 
(Continued) 


State 

lyW  census 

1QQ1    0*^    CCA  C<iMrA«r 

5tA  survey 

3hA/Census  Data 

MT 

2,102 

6,824 

3.2 

NE 

3,323 

1  856 

0.6 

NV 

8,953 

10,735 

1.2 

NH 

2,587 

1,135 

0.4 

NJ 

76,273 

47,515 

0.6 

NM 

33,779 

64,307 

1.9 

NY 

247,948 

184,857 

0.7 

NC 

21,784 

7,026 

0.3 

ND 

894 

9,579 

10.7 

OH 

36370 

11,172 

0.3 

OK 

9,473 

1  T  TACT 

17,705 

1.9 

OR 

13,169 

12,605 

1.0 

49,787 

RI 

8,928 

8,142 

0.9 

SC 

8,068 

1,466 

A  A 

0.2 

SD 

1,930 

8,961 

4.6 

TN 

9,702 

2,636 

0.3 

TX 

391,881 

331,869 

0.8 

UT 

8,428 

23,598 

2.8 

VT 

774 

580 

0.7 

VA 

23,668 

WA 

30,077 

34,314 

1.1 

WV 

2,815 

231 

0.1 

WI 

19,320 

15,159 

0.8 

WY 

1,118 

1,996 

1.8 

TOTAL 

2^88,243 

2,370,775 

1.0 

D*t*  for  1991-92  not  *v*ii*bl«  Numb«r»  *«  from  1990.91  school  ycir. 
D*ti  not  report«d  for  either  1990-91  or  1991-92  school  y«*r». 
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TABLE  2 


Cotinties  With  10,000+  Limited  English  Proficient  Children  Aged  5-17: 

Source:  C  S  Dep*ftment  or  Commerce.  1990) 


SUte  Coxinty  No.  LEP  Students 

AZ                    Mancopa  (Phoemx)  23,789 

Pima  (Tucson)  IL256 

CA                    Los  Angeles  36L541 

Orange  68,580 

San  Diego  49,482 

Santa  Clara  30,915 

Fresno  27,918 

San  Bernardino  24,840 

Alameda  20,415 

Riverside  23,453 

San  Francisco  18,785 

Sacramento  15,528 

San  Joaqum  15,464 

Ventura  14,509 

Kem  12,745 

Monterey  12,457 

Tulare  12,008 

San  Mateo  11,936 

FL                     Dade  (Miami)  60,085 

MA                   Suffolk  (Boston)  12,158 

NJ                     Hudson  Gersey  City)  13,898 

Essex  (Newark)  U,628 

NY                    Kings  (New  York  City)  66,654 

Bronx  (New  York  City)  46,132 

Queens  (New  York  City)  41,477 

New  York  (New  York  City)  36,126 

PA                     Philadelphia  14,742 

TX                    Harris  (Houston)  60,485 

Hidalgo  (McAllen)  45,373 

El  Paso  41,138 

Bexar  (San  Antomo)  38,428 

Dallas  28,544 

Cameron  (Brownsville)  26,608 

Webb  (Uredo)  17,107 

Tarrant  (Fort  Worth)  ^^'^^ 


Data  from  1990  U  S.  C«niu».  ToUi  number  of  LEP  studeno  5-17  yein  old  nitionwidt  w»  2368,243. 


B.  Grade  Level  Distribution 


The  distribution  of  LEP  students  by  grade  level  in  public  schools  is  illustrated  in  Table  3. 
This  table  is  reproduced  from  the  Descriptive  Study  report  (Fleischman  and  Hopstock,  1993). 
The  table  shows  the  number  of  LEP  students  and  total  number  of  students  at  each  grade 
level.  Estimates  of  the  number  of  LEP  students  per  grade  were  based  on  a  mail  survey  of 
745  school  districts,  while  information  on  the  total  number  of  students  per  grade  came  from 
National  Center  for  Educational  Statistics  (NCES)  data.  As  the  table  shows,  both  in  terms 
of  total  numbers  and  in  terms  of  percentage  of  the  grade  level  population,  there  were  many 
more  LEP  students  at  the  lower  grade  levels. 

As  previously  described  in  Chapter  III,  the  Prospects  study  of  Chapter  1  services  also 
developed  estimates  of  the  1992  LEP  student  population  in  grades  1,  3,  and  7.  Those 
estimates  were  257,510,  214,026,  and  123,629  respectively.  These  estimates  were  slightly 
lower  than  those  of  the  Descriptive  Study,  but  were  roughly  proportional 

C,  Language  Background/Coimtry  of  Origin 

The  Descriptive  Study  asked  both  district-level  and  school-level  respondents  to  report  the 
number  of  LEP  students  by  language  group.  Table  4,  reproduced  from  the  report 
(Fleischman  and  Hopstock,  1993),  shows  the  district-level  responses  concerning  the  number 
of  LEP  students  from  the  20  largest  language  groups.  As  the  table  shows,  Spanish  language 
LEP  students  represented  almost  three-quarters  of  the  overall  population.  The  next  largest 
language  group  (Vietnamese)  represented  only  four  percent  of  the  population. 

These  percentages  varied  somewhat  by  grade  level.  The  proportion  of  Spanish  language 
students  of  the  overall  LEP  population  was  only  60  percent  at  the  high  school  level 
(Hopstock,  1993c). 

The  distributions  of  LEP  students  by  language  group  in  the  Descriptive  Study  were 
generally  consistent  with  those  from  earlier  studies.  For  example,  in  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Education's  (1987)  estimate  of  the  1980  population  of  LEP  children,  72.5  percent  of  all  LEP 
children  had  Spanish  language  backgroimds. 

In  general,  the  countries  of  origin  of  LEP  students  can  be  inferred  by  their  native  languages. 
The  major  exception  is  Spanish  language  students,  who  come  from  a  wide  range  of 
countries.  According  to  data  from  the  Descriptive  Study  (Hopstock  et  al.,  1993),  40  percent 
of  Spanish  language  LEP  students  were  bom  in  Mexico,  39  percent  in  the  U.S.,  7  percent  in 
Puerto  Rico,  and  14  percent  elsewhere.  Many  of  the  Spanish  language  students  who  were 
bom  in  the  U.S.  likely  had  origins  elsewhere,  but  the  Descriptive  Study  did  not  otherwise 
examine  national  origins. 
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TABLE  3 

Number  of  LEP  Students  in  Each  Grade  Level 

(Distna  Mail  Survey) 
•Source:  Fleischm»n  and  Hopstoclc.  1993) 


Grade  Level 

Number  of 
LEP  Students 

Percentage  of 
LEP  Students 

in  Gr^de  Level 

Total  Students 
in  U.S. 

Percentage 
LEP  of  Total 
Students 

rsJIlCl C r g ax  LCil 

977  Q14 

12  1  % 

T  '^rm  A1Q 

lot  gidClC 

12  1 

3  S'vt  274 

7  Q 

ZTiQ  graue 

'^AC.  Q7Q 

1  n  7 

7  zl 

3rd  grade 

221,936 

9.6 

3333,285 

6.7 

4th  grade 

197,211 

8.6 

3312,443 

6.0 

5th  grade 

177,412 

7.7 

3,268381 

5.4 

6th  grade 

150,421 

6.5 

3,238,095 

4.6 

7th  grade 

134,907 

5.9 

3,180,120 

4.2 

8th  grade 

125,849 

5.5 

3,019,826 

4.2 

9th  grade 

159,208 

6.9 

3310,290 

4.8 

10th  grade 

137,101 

5.9 

2,913,951 

4.7 

11th  grade 

103,337 

4.5 

2,642,554 

3.9 

12th  grade 

75,423 

3.3 

2390329 

3.2 

Ungraded 

16,469 

0.7 

Total 

2303,425 

100.0% 

42,000343 

5.5% 

The  number  of  respondents  to  the  item  was  735;  this  was  98.7%  of  those  who  responded  to  the  survey.  The 
results  are  weighted  to  be  nationally  representative. 
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TABLE  4 


Number  of  LEP  Students  in  the  Twenty 
Most  Common  Language  Groups 

.District  Mill  Sun'ev) 
Source  Fleischman  ana  Hopstocx.  '.993) 


Language 
Groups 

Number  of  LEP 
Students 

Percentage  of 
LEP  Students 

Spanish 

1,682,560 

72.9% 

Vietnamese 

90,922 

3.9 

Hmong 

42,305 

1.8 

Cantonese 

38,693 

1.7 

Cambodian 

37,742 

1.6 

Korean 

36,568 

1.6 

Laotian 

29,838 

1,3 

Navajo 

28,913 

1.3 

Tagalog 

24,516 

1.1 

Russian 

21,903 

0.9 

Creole  (French) 

21,850 

0.9 

Arabic 

20,318 

0.9 

Portuguese 

15,298 

0.7 

Japanese 

13,913 

0.6 

Armenian 

11,916 

0.5 

Chinese  (unspe.) 

11,540 

0.5 

Mandjirin 

11,020 

0.5 

Farsi 

8,563 

0.4 

Hindi 

7,905 

0.3 

Polish 

6,747 

0.3 

The  nuinber  of  respondents  to  the  item  was  733;  this  was  98.4%  of 
those  who  responded  to  the  survey.  The  results  are  weighted  to  be 
nationally  representative. 
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D,  Ethnicity 


Most  studies  of  LEP  students  focus  on  the  language  backgrounds  of  those  students  rather 
than  their  ethnic  backgrounds.  Thus,  there  is  limited  information  on  ethnic  identification 
of  such  students. 

The  Prospects  study  of  Chapter  1  (Puma  and  Jones,  1993)  did  report  the  percentages  of 
students  in  grades  1,3,  and  7  with  various  ethnic  backgrounds  who  met  their  criteria  of  a 
LEP  student.  Not  surprisingly,  those  students  with  Hispanic  or  Asian  backgrounds  were 
much  more  likely  to  be  LEP  than  those  whose  ethnicity  was  White  or  Black.  For  example, 
at  the  first  grade  level,  38  percent  of  Asian  students,  36  ;jercent  of  Hispanic  students,  but 
only  1  percent  of  White  students  were  rated  as  LEP. 

E,  Place  of  Birth  and  Length  of  Time  in  the  U.S. 

Establishing  the  place  of  birth  and  length  of  U.S.  residence  of  LEP  students  is  complicated 
by  various  legal  and  research  issues.  Sd-^ools  often  serve  LEP  students  without  having  clear 
information  about  place  of  birth  and  le  igth  of  residence,  and  in  a  number  of  cases  it  is  likely 
that  information  provided  to  schools  is  unreliable. 

The  Descriptive  Study  asked  school-level  staff  to  estimate  the  percentages  of  their  LEP 
populations  which  were  bom  in  the  U.S.,  bom  elsewhere  but  lived  in  the  U.S.  for  at  least 
five  years,  bom  elsewhere  but  lived  in  the  U.S.  for  one  to  four  years,  and  bom  elsewhere 
but  lived  in  the  U.S.  for  less  than  one  year.  The  results  of  this  question  are  shown  in  Table 
5  (reproduced  from  Fleischman  and  Hopstock,  1993).  These  results  suggest  that 
approximately  one-third  of  LEP  students  were  bom  in  the  U.S.,  and  that  over  half  had  lived 
in  the  U.S.  for  less  than  five  years. 

A  somewhat  different  picture  is  provided  by  data  presented  by  Mc Arthur  (1993).  Using  CPS 
data  from  1989,  she  estimated  that  59  percent  of  children  ages  5  to  17  who  spoke  a  language 
other  than  English  at  home  and  who  were  rated  as  speaking  English  less  than  "very  well" 
were  bom  in  the  U.S. 

The  difference  between  these  two  estimates  may  at  least  be  partially  due  to  the  different 
populations  studied  and  different  defiiutions  of  limited  English  proficiency.  Both  estimates 
are  open  to  questions  concerning  the  reliability  and  validit>'  of  measurement.  This  review 
has  no  basis  on  which  to  compare  the  reliability  and  validity  of  these  two  estimates. 

F.  Enrollment  in  Government  Sponsored  Programs 

Services  for  LEP  students  are  supported  under  a  variety  of  federal,  state,  and  local  funding 
sources.  Local  school  officials  often  have  difficulty  in  relating  specific  funding  sources  to 
specific  LEP  students,  though  most  funding  programs  do  request  information  on  the 
numbers  of  students  served. 
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State  funding  was  most  likely  to  be  used  for  LEP  services.  According  to  data  in  the 
Descriptive  Study,  approximately  1,682,000  LEP  students  were  in  special  LEP  service 
programs  supported  by  state  funds  in  1991-92,  and  678,000  were  in  other  compensatory 
education  programs  supported  by  state  funds  (Fleischman  and  Hopstock,  1993).  A  LEP 
student  could  have  been  in  both  of  these  programs.  State  education  agencies  (SEAs)  in 
survey  responses  to  OBEMLA  suggested  that  1,171,603  LEP  students  were  in  state  supported 
bilingual  programs  in  1991-92,  and  642,343  were  in  state  supported  ESL  only  programs 
(Henderson  et  al.,  1993).  The  Prospects  study  (Puma  and  Jones,  1993)  again  provided 
somewhat  contradictory  evidence  by  suggesting  that  state- funded  ESL /bilingual  programs 
served  between  30  and  40  percent  of  the  LEP  students  which  they  identified. 

At  the  federal  funding  level,  LEP  students  are  most  Likely  to  be  served  by  Chapter  1  and 
Title  VII  programs.  There  are  various  estimates  of  number  of  LEP  students  served  by  these 
programs.  For  Chapter  1,  SEAs  reported  to  OBEMLA  that  763,011  were  served  by  Chapter 
1  in  1991-92  (Henderson  et  al.,  1993).  This  estimate  did  not  include  the  states  of  Arkansas, 
Pennsylvaria,  Virgiiua,  and  West  Virginia.  The  survey  of  school  districts  in  the  Descriptive 
Study  projected  that  approximately  803,000  were  served  by  Chapter  1  in  1991-92  (Fleischman 
and  Hopstock,  1993).  The  Prospects  study  (Puma  and  Jones,  1993)  reported  that  20  percent 
of  first  and  third  grade  LEP  students  and  8  percent  of  seventh  grade  LEP  students  were 
served  by  Chapter  1  in  1992.  The  estimate  from  the  Prospects  study  is  lower  than  the  other 
two  sources,  each  of  which  indicated  that  33-35  percent  of  LEP  students  were  served  by 
Chapter  1. 

For  Title  VII,  various  estimates  are  somewhat  more  consistent.  According  to  Title  VII 
appUcations  funded  for  1992-93, 303,309  LEP  students  were  to  be  served  by  Title  VII  projects. 
According  to  SEA  survey  resporises,  260,798  LEP  students  were  served  by  Title  VII  programs 
in  1991-92  (Henderson  et  al,  1993).  The  survey  of  district  staff  in  the  Descriptive  Study 
suggested  that  approximately  222,000  LEP  students  were  served  by  Title  VII  in  1991-92 
(Fleischman  and  Hopstock,  1993).  A  telephone  survey  of  191  directors  of  Title  VU  projects 
supported  these  numbers  by  projecting  to  an  estimate  of  238,255  LEP  students  served  by 
Title  VII  in  1991-92  (Hopstock,  1993a). 

In  summary,  the  results  strongly  suggest  that  state-funded  programs  are  those  most  likely 
to  provide  services  to  LEP  students.  Among  federal  programs,  the  data  suggest  that  the 
Chapter  1  program  serves  2-4  times  as  many  LEP  students  as  are  served  through  Title  VII 
progrcuns. 
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-L.  U  U  AW 


VL  METHODS  USED  IN  DEFINING  LEP  STUDENTS 
AND  ASSIGNING  THEM  TO  SERVICES 


The  purpose  of  this  c±iapter  is  to  summarize  findings  on  how  state  and  local  school  systems 
define  LEP  status,  develop  counts  of  LEP  students,  assign  students  to  services,  and  exit 
students  from  those  services.  The  topic  is  obviously  a  very  large  one  and  has  been  a  focus 
of  several  major  studies.  This  summary  cannot  do  justice  to  the  v/ealth  of  information  which 
has  been  collected  on  the  topic.  The  goal,  however,  is  to  present  enough  information  so  that 
the  school-based  LEP  coimts  presented  in  previous  chapters  can  be  meaningfully  interpreted. 

The  process  of  identifying  students  who  may  be  LEP,  assef^sing  their  language  capabilities, 
deciding  whether  or  not  they  are  LEP,  and  assigning  ther.i  to  services  is  a  highly  complex 
one.  The  process  may  be  guided  by  state  legislation  ana  policy  and /or  school  district  or 
school  policy,  but  in  the  end,  those  policies  are  implemented  by  individual  staff  members 
using  their  best  professional  judgments. 

Even  when  there  are  state  or  district  policies  in  effect,  the  methods  used  for  defiiung  LEP 
students  and  assigning  them  to  services  will  vary  based  on  the  resources  available  for 
assessment,  the  number  of  students  to  be  assessed,  the  services  which  are  available,  and 
other  factors.  Thus,  as  described  in  Chapter  II,  any  school-based  estimates  of  the  numbers 
of  LEP  students  will  necessarily  involve  some  variation  in  how  LEP  students  are  identified, 
assessed,  and  exited  from  LEP  status. 

This  chapter  includes  two  sections.  The  first  describes  state  policies  and  practices  relating 
to  the  identification,  assessment,  and  placement  of  LEP  students.  The  second  section 
describes  local  policies  and  practices  relating  to  these  same  issues, 

A.  State  Policies  and  Practices 

A  number  of  studies  have  collected  information  on  state  policies  and  practices  relating  to 
the  definition  of  LEP  status  and  procedures  for  assigning  LEP  students  to  services. 
Interestingly,  however,  we  have  not  identified  any  studies  which  showed  how  states  develop 
their  counts  of  LEP  students,  except  for  descriptions  of  the  types  of  information  collected. 

The  research  suggests  that  there  are  state  defirutions  of  LEP  status  which  State  Education 
Agencies  (SEAs)  provide  to  their  local  school  systems.  According  to  a  recent  survey  of  SE As 
(Henderson  et  al.,  1993),  all  of  the  52  responding  states  and  territories  had  a  definition  of 
LEP.  These  definitions  included  the  following  criteria: 


a  non-English  language  background  (44  cases); 

difficulty  in  understanding,  speaking,  reading,  and /or  writing  English  (29 
cases); 

percentile  cutoffs  on  language  or  achievement  tests  (17  cases); 
local  determination  (9  cases);  and 

other  criteria  such  as  grade  reports  and  teacher  judgments  (13  cases). 
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A  second  related  issue  is  whether  states  define  the  methods  (types  of  assessment,  specific 
tests,  cutoff  scores,  etc.)  which  should  be  used  by  local  school  systems  in  determining  LEP 
status.  A  study  by  the  CouncU  of  Chief  State  School  Officers  (CCSSO,  1991)  showed  that 
29  of  53  states  and  jurisdictions  had  laws  or  policies  concerning  the  identification  of  LEP 
students,  and  an  additional  11  states  provided  districts  with  identification  procedures  for 
LEP  students. 

The  methods  used  most  frequently  to  screen  and  identify  LEP  students  according  to  states 
(Henderson  et  al.,  1993)  were  language  proficiency  tests  (51  of  52  states),  home  language 
surveys  (48  states),  teacher  observation  (43  states),  and  parent  information  (41  states).  All 
52  states  reported  that  multiple  methods  were  used,  and  the  average  SEA  reported  that  more 
than  eight  methods  were  used.  According  to  the  CCSSO  (1991)  study,  a  home  language 
survey  was  required  by  19  states,  and  some  form  of  test  in  14  states. 

Requirements  by  states  regarding  the  methods  used  to  place  LEP  students  in  language 
assistance  programs  were  somewhat  different.  Twenty-four  states  required  some  form  of 
test  for  program  placement,  but  no  other  method  was  required  by  more  than  five  states. 

There  appears  to  be  more  state  involvement  in  the  process  of  identifying  and  placing  LEP 
students  than  in  the  process  for  exiting  them  from  services.  Seventeen  of  53  states  reported 
that  they  did  not  have  requirements  regarding  criteria  for  LEP  students  exiting  from 
language  assistance  programs  (CCSSO,  1991).  This  contrasts  with  only  six  states  which  did 
not  have  requirements  on  screening,  identification,  and  placement.  Nineteen  of  the  states 
required  some  form  of  language  test  for  program  exit,  7  states  required  a  committee 
decision,  and  6  states  required  a  content  area  test.  Twelve  of  the  states  required  specific 
state-approved  tests  for  program  exit. 

Figure  3  summarizes  the  types  of  data  collection  that  are  required  for  the  identification, 
placement,  and  exit  of  LEP  students,  as  described  by  the  CCSSO  study.  As  the  figure  shows, 
in  a  number  of  states  some  type  of  testing  was  required  for  all  three  processes.  Other 
requirements,  however,  varied  based  on  whether  the  purpose  was  identification,  placement, 
or  exiting  of  LEP  students. 

In  summary,  at  the  state  level  there  was  wide  variation  in  what  was  required, 
recommended,  or  actually  done  in  terms  of  identification,  placement,  and  exiting  of  LEP 
students.  Thus,  the  consistency  of  who  was  counted  as  a  LEP  student  could  vary  very 
widely  across  states  (and  even  within  some  states).  Also  there  has  been  no  systematic  study 
of  how  states  develop  their  counts  of  LEP  students  (data  collection  methods,  sampling, 
response  rates,  etc.),  so  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  judge  the  reliability  and  validity  of  the 
counts  which  they  provide. 
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04 


B,  Local  Policies  and  Practices 


There  have  been  a  number  of  studies  which  examined  the  policies  and  practices  of  local 
school  s/S'.ems  in  identifying,  placing,  and  exiting  LEP  students  from  services.  As  part  of 
its  two  .T^ajor  national  descriptive  studies  of  LEP  services,  Development  Associates  has 
surveyed  local  school  staff  on  these  issues.  Because  of  its  recency  and  broad  national 
sample,  much  of  the  data  presented  below  comes  from  Development  Associates'  most  recent 
Descriptive  Study  of  Services  to  Limited  English  Proficient  Students"  (Fleischman  & 
Hopstock,  1993;  Hopstock  et  al,  1993), 

According  to  the  Descriptive  Study,  the  processes  most  commonly  used  for  determining  LEP 
status  in  districts  with  LEP  students  involved  school  personnel  using  district-defined  criteria 
(40  percent  of  districts),  district  personnel  using  district-defined  criteria  (30  percent),  or 
school  personnel  using  school-defined  criteria  (18  percent).  In  many  cases,  it  can  be 
assumed  that  district  or  school  criteria  reflected  state  requirements  or  recommendations, 
though  the  extent  to  which  state  requirements  or  recommendations  were  actually  being 
implemented  locally  cannot  be  determined  from  these  data. 

The  Descriptive  Study  examined  the  data  used  to  determine  LEP  status,  to  assign  students 
to  services,  and  to  reclassify  students  for  exit.  The  results  on  these  questions  as  reported  at 
the  school  district  level  are  shown  in  Figure  4.  In  general,  oral  proficiency  tests  and  teacher 
judgment  were  the  data  most  frequently  used,  though  home  language  surveys  were  also 
frequently  used  for  identification,  and  achievement  tests  were  frequently  used  for 
reclassification.  Usage  of  various  data  types  for  placement  was  lower  because  24  percent 
of  districts  reported  having  only  one  type  of  service.  Thus,  for  those  districts,  the 
identification  and  placement  processes  were  identical 

A  major  finding  of  the  earlier  Descriptive  Study  (Development  Associates,  1984)  was  that 
even  when  districts  had  clearly  defined  entry  or  exit  criteria,  schools  within  those  districts 
did  not  necessarily  use  those  criteria.  When  districts  had  minimal  criteria,  schools 
sometimes  reported  using  more  than  the  district  requirements.  On  the  other  hand,  w  ^en 
districts  had  detailed  criteria,  schools  sometimes  reported  using  less  data  than  required. 

School-level  respondents  in  the  more  recent  Descriptive  Study  were  asked  the  same 
questioi^s  about  data  used  for  identification,  placement,  and  exit  as  were  asked  of  district- 
level  respondents  (i.e.,  the  data  shown  in  Figure  4).  Although  the  responses  varied 
somewhat  from  the  district  responses  (as  would  be  expected  given  the  different  numbers  of 
schools  per  district),  there  were  no  major  or  systematic  differences  between  the  two  groups 
of  respondents.  Thus,  although  there  may  be  variation  vdthin  districts  in  terms  of 
identification,  placement,  and  reclassification  methods,  there  is  no  evidence  that  schools  are 
systematically  using  either  less  information  or  more  than  is  required  by  district  criteria. 
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A  major  finding  of  the  recent  Descriptive  Study  was  that  districts  and  schools  with  greater 
numbers  of  LEP  students  used  more  different  types  of  data  and  more  "objective"  types  of 
data  (e.g.,  tests)  for  identifying,  placing,  and  reclassifying  LEP  students  than  did  districts  and 
schools  with  fewer  LEP  students.  The  only  method  used  more  often  by  districts  and  schools 
with  fewer  LEP  students  was  "teacher  judgment."  These  results  suggest  that  districts  and 
schools  are  making  the  choice  not  to  develop  formal  systems  for  identifying  and 
reclassifying  LEP  students  unless  there  is  a  significant  number  of  such  students  in  the 
setting. 

In  general,  the  data  firom  the  local  level  suggest  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  diversity  in  how 
LEP  students  are  defined,  identified,  placed,  and  exited  fiom  services.  The  review  identified 
no  studies  which  systematically  asked  how  school  and  distirict  LEP  counts  were  developed. 
Thus,  information  cannot  be  provided  on  how  LEP  stiidents  are  counted  within  schools  (e.g., 
when  and  how  are  counts  made)  and  how  school  counts  are  combined  at  the  dishict  level. 
The  information  which  is  available,  however,  suggests  that  local  school  staff  devote 
considerable  energy  and  resources  to  the  task  of  identifying  students  who  are  in  need  of 
special  language-related  services,  and  that  school-based  counts  of  such  students  reflect  the 
results  of  those  efforts. 
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VII.  ISSUES  RELATING  TO  COUNTS  OF  LEP  STUDENTS 
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This  review  of  estimates  of  the  LEP  student  population  has  raised  a  number  of  issues  about 
LEP  counts.  This  chapter  presents  a  discussion  about  why  LEP  students  have  been  counted, 
and  whether  a  standardized  operational  definition  of  a  LEP  stude*^t  should  be  developed. 

A.  Why  is  a  Count  Needed? 

The  U.S.  Congress  and  the  Department  of  Education  have  regularly  requested  information 
about  the  number  of  LEP  students  in  the  country.  In  order  to  evaluate  the  usefulness  of  the 
information  which  has  already  been  collected  and  to  plan  for  future  data  collection  efforts, 
it  is  useful  to  examine  the  rationale  for  why  such  data  should  be  collected. 

The  major  purposes  of  national  LEP  coimts  appear  to  fall  into  three  basic  categories: 

•  to  guide  federal  policy-making  concerning  the  types,  amounts,  and 
distribution  of  federal  resources  directed  towards  serving  LEP  students; 

•  to  focus  federal  training  and  technical  assistance  resources  on  areas  and 
groups  of  greatest  need;  and 

•  to  inform  the  general  public,  interest  groups,  and  other  governmental  units 
concerning  the  LEP  population  and  their  needs. 

It  appears  that  the  major  questions  to  be  answered  by  covmts  of  LEP  students  are: 

•  What  is  the  total  number  of  LEP  students  in  the  country?  (How  large  an  issue 
is  limited  English  proficiency  for  schools?) 

•  Is  the  LEP  population  in  schools  increasing  or  decreasing,  and  at  what  rate? 

•  How  are  LEP  students  distributed  geographically,  by  state  and  by  school 
district? 

•  What  is  the  distribution  of  LEP  students  by  grade  level  and  by  language 
group,  and  to  what  extent  are  students  in  specific  language  groups  either 
broadly  distributed  or  focused  in  specific  d^tricts  and  schools? 

•  What  are  the  English  and  native  language  proficiency  levels  of  LEP  students? 
(How  difficult  will  it  be  for  these  students  to  become  EngUsh  proficient?) 

This  review  suggests  that  for  all  but  the  last  question,  that  useful  (though  not  completely 
reliable  or  precise)  information  has  been  collected  and  reported.  Because  of  a  lack  of 
consensus  on  appropriate  measures,  scales,  and  standards,  the  evidence  suggests  that 
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available  information  on  language  proficiency  levels  of  LEP  students  has  been  inadequate 
for  policy-making  purposes. 

B.  Should  There  Be  a  Standard  Definition  of  a  LEP  Student? 

If  there  is  one  overall  conclusion  that  has  drawn  on  the  basis  of  this  leview,  it  is  that 
analysts  have  not  been  able  to  agree  about  what  it  is  they  should  be  counting.  Although 
everyone  has  a  general  conception  about  what  it  means  to  be  a  LEP  student,  there  has  been 
no  consensus  about  how  to  operationalize  the  definition. 

It  is  generally  agreed  that  a  LEP  student  is  one  who  comes  from  a  non-English  language 
background,  and  whose  English  language  skills  limit  the  ability  to  fxinction  successfully  in 
an  all  English  classroom.  What  have  not  been  agreed  on  are:  (1)  what  English  language 
modes  (speaking,  listening,  reading,  and  writing)  and  specific  skills  within  those  modes  need 
to  be  considered  in  assessing  LEP  status;  (2)  what  levels  of  English  language  skills  are 
sufficient  for  one  not  to  be  labelled  as  LEP;  and  (3)  whether  there  are  some  students  who 
should  always  be  considered  LEP  because  of  their  generally  poor  language  skills  (i.e.,  they 
are  unlikely  to  score  above  a  certain  level  on  a  standardized  achievement  test). 

It  is  clear  that  there  would  be  both  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  having  a  nationwide 
standardized  operational  definition  of  a  LEP  student.  The  advantages  of  having  a 
standardized  defiiution  would  be  that: 

•  school  personnel  around  the  country  could  apply  common  terminology  in 
talking  about  a  group  v/ith  special  needs; 

•  the  population  of  LEP  students  could  be  more  clearly  defined,  and  the  size  of 
the  population  could  be  more  accurately  estimated; 

•  the  distribution  of  the  LEP  population  across  states,  school  districts,  and  other 
jurisdictions  could  be  more  accurately  estimated,  which  would  allow  r^^sources 
for  serving  LEP  students  to  be  more  equitably  distributed;  and 

•  LEP  students  would  be  more  likely  to  be  recognized  and  to  receive  special 
services  if  they  move  from  one  school  system  to  another. 

The  disadvantages  of  having  a  standardized  definition  would  be  that: 

•  the  definition  that  would  be  adopted  might  either  be  too  broad  (including  too 
many  students)  or  too  narrow  (including  too  few),  thus  suggesting  inefficient 
patterns  of  service  provision; 

•  the  operational  definition  might  be  more  applicable  and  valid  for  some 
language  or  cultural  groups  than  for  others;  and 
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•  the  operational  definition  might  require  additional  standardized  testing,  which 
would  increase  the  time  and  cost  burden  on  local  school  systems,  particularly 
those  with  few  LEP  students. 

The  Council  of  Qdef  State  School  Officers  (1992)  recently  published  a  set  a  recommendations 
for  improving  the  assessment  and  monitoring  of  LEP  students.  Those  recommendations 
included  a  definition  of  a  LEP  student  and  recommendations  to  state  and  local  agencies  for 
the  identification  and  placement  -^f  such  students,  CCSSO  recommended  that  the  federal 
government  should  "work  with  tne  SEAs  to  provide  leadership  and  support  in  developing 
a  set  of  screening  instruments  and  procedures  to  be  used  across  states  and  within  districts" 
and  also  "support  equating  and  norming  studies  of  all  tests  that  are  currently  recommended 
for  local  use." 

A  standardized  operational  definition  could  be  developed  and  promoted  by  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Education  without  jeopardizing  the  autonomy  of  state  and  local  education 
agencies.  To  be  maximally  useful,  however,  the  development  of  a  standardized  definition 
should: 

•  involve  the  participation  of  state  and  local  education  officials  through  their 
national  organizations  (e.g.,  the  Council  of  Chief  State  School  Officers,  the 
National  Association  of  Elementary  School  Principals,  the  National  Association 
of  Bilingual  Educators); 

•  clearly  indicate  the  language  modes  and  skills  at  various  grade  levels  which 
.define  LEP  status; 

•  suggest  but  not  prescribe  tests  which  measure  those  skills,  and  define  cutoff 
scores  which  indicate  proficiency; 

•  articulate  the  distinction  between  LEP  status  and  various  language-related 
special  education  categories;  and 

•  include  a  developmental  period  in  which  the  usefulness  of  various  definitions 
are  tested. 

States  or  local  education  agencies  could  decide  to  officially  adopt  the  standardized 
definition,  or  to  develop  and  use  one  of  their  own.  For  federal  reporting  purposes,  however, 
states  and  school  districts  could  be  asked  to  use  the  standardized  definition.  The  result 
would  be  more  clarity  and  consistency  in  federal  reports,  and  a  more  reliable  basis  on  which 
to  distribute  federal  resources  for  serving  LEP  students. 
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^/VIIL  SUMMARY 


The  purpose  of  this  paper  was  to  provide  a  review  and  analysis  of  the  various  counts  which 
have  been  made  of  the  LEP  student  population.  The  major  conclusions  of  the  paper  were 
as  follows: 


•  There  have  been  two  general  approaches  to  developing  estimates  of  the  LEP 
student  population.  Census-based  approaches  and  school-based  approaches. 
Each  of  these  approaches  has  its  strengths  and  weaknesses,  and  data  from 
both  approaches  can  and  have  been  usefully  applied. 

•  It  is  very  difficult  to  compare  different  estimates  of  the  LEP  student 
population  because  they  use  different  definitions  of  LEP  status,  use  different 
data  collection  approaches,  and  count  different  populations  of  students  at 
different  times. 

•  The  estimates  summarized  in  this  paper  ranged  from  1.355  million  to  3.685 
million  LEP  students  in  the  U.S.  Others  have  noted  estimates  from  1.2  million 
to  5.3  million.  The  range  of  estimates  clearly  indicate  that  analysts  were  not 
coimting  the  same  thing. 

•  The  most  important  factor  differentiating  estimates  appeared  to  be  the 
standard  for  determining  whether  or  not  a  child  was  LEP.  Various  estimates 
assumed  that  anywhere  from  one-third  to  two-thirds  of  language  minority 
students  were  LEP. 

•  The  number  of  LEP  students  has  increased  dramatically  in  recent  years. 
Different  sources  suggested  different  rates  of  growth,  but  the  rate  was 
probably  somewhere  in  the  range  from  3  to  10  percent  a  year.  However,  it  is 
extremely  difficult  to  predict  future  trends  from  the  data  on  recent  trends. 

•  .  One-third  to  one-half  of  LEP  students  reside  in  California  and  70-75  percent 

reside  in  five  states  (California,  Texas,  New  York,  Florida,  and  Illinois). 
Spanish  language  LEP  students  represent  almost  three-quartei'S  of  the  overall 
LEP  student  population.  LEP  students  as  a  percentage  of  the  overall  school 
population  ranged  from  8.4  percent  in  kindergarten  to  3.2  percent  in  grade  12. 

•  LEP  students  are  most  likely  to  receive  services  through  state-funded 
programs.  Among  federal  programs,  the  Chapter  1  program  serves  2-4  times 
as  many  LEP  students  as  Title  VII  programs. 

•  At  the  state  level,  there  is  wide  variation  in  what  is  required,  recommended, 
and  actually  done  in  terms  of  identification,  placement,  and  exiting  of  LEP 
students.   At  the  local  level,  even  where  there  are  state  requirements  or 
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recommendations,  there  is  still  considerable  diversity  in  the  methods  used  for 
identification,  placement,  and  exiting  of  LEP  students. 

For  most  of  the  important  questions  for  which  LEP  population  counts  have 
been  calculated,  moderately  useful  (though  not  completely  reliable  or  precise) 
information  has  been  collected  and  reported.  Because  of  a  lack  of  consensus 
of  appropriate  measures,  scales,  and  standards,  however,  national-level 
information  on  language  proficiency  levels  of  LEP  students  has  been 
inadequate  for  policy-making  purposes. 

There  would  be  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  having  a  nationwide 
standardized  operational  definition  of  a  LEP  student.  It  would  lead  to  more 
consistent  and  reliable  reporting  of  information  on  LEP  students,  but  it  might 
increase  the  time  and  cost  burden  on  local  school  systems.  If  such  a  definition 
were  developed,  it  should  allow  for  flexibility  in  use  by  state  and  local 
education  agencies. 
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APPENDIX: 

ESTIMATES  OF  THE  LEP  STUDENT  POPULATION 


SOURCE:  ATLANTIC  RESOURCES  CORPORATION  (1991) 

TITLE:  ANALYSIS  OF  TITLE  VH  STATE  ED  REQ 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  1472042 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1985-86 

STATES /TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US.  NOT  AL.  AR.  DE.  KS.  PA.  SC.  VA.  WV.  PLUS  3  TERRITORIES 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBLIC  (PU).  PRIVATE  (PR).  OR  BOTH  (B):  B 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTDvlATE  WAS  GENERATED:  BASED  ON  TELEPHONE  INTERVIEWS  WTTH  STATE  EDUCATION  AGENCY  TITLE  VU 
GRANTEES. 

SOURCE:  ATLANTIC  RESOURCES  CORPORATION  (1991) 

TITLE:  ANALYSIS  OF  TITLE  VH  STATE  ED  REQ 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  1553918 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1986-87 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US.  NOT  AL.  AR.  DE.  KS.  PA.  SC.  VA.  V/V.  PLUS  3  TERRITORIES 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBLIC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR).  OR  BOTO  (B):  B 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  BASED  ON  TELEPHONE  INTERVIEWS  WTTH  STATE  EDUCATION  AGENO'  TITLE  VU 
GRANTEES. 

SOURCE:  ATLANTIC  RESOURCES  CORPORATION  (1991) 

TFTLE:  ANALYSIS  OF  TITLE  VU  STATE  ED  REQ 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  1658180 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1987-88 

STATES/TERRHORIES  INCLUDED:  US.  NOT  AL.  AK,  NC.  PA.  SC.  VA.  WV.  PLUS  4  TERRTTORTES 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBLIC  (PU).  PRIVATE  (PR).  OR  BOTH  (B):  B 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  BASED  ON  TELEPHONE  INTERVIEWS  WTTH  STATE  EDUCATION  AGENCY  TITLE  VU 
GRANTEES. 

SOURCE:  AUGUST  AND  HAKUTA  (1993) 

TITLE:  BLU'EPRINT  FOR  SECOND  GENERATION 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  3307500 

YEiVR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1991 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHvX)L  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  C 

GRADE  RANGE:  AGE  RANGE:  5-17 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR).  OR  BOTH  (B): 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  USED  CA  LANGUAGE  CENSUS  AND  90  US  CENSUS  -  AND  EXTRAPOLATED  NU'MBERS 
TO  ENTIRE  COUI^Y.  CA  HAD  986462  LEPS  OUT  OF  1879000  5-1 7  YR  OLDS  NATIONWIDE  WHO  SPOKE  OTHER  THAN  ENG 
AT  HOME  (523%)  -  APPLIED  %  TO  NATL  FIGURE. 

SOURCE:  CHAPA  (1968) 

TITLE:  POP  EST.  OF  SCHOOL  AGE  LEP  79-89 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  2468921 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1979 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  C 

GRADE  RANGE:  AGE  RANGE:  5-17 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU).  PRIVATE  (PR).  OR  BOTH  (B): 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  USED  A  LEP  TO  NELB  RATIO  BASED  ON  CESS  DATA.  AND  MULTIPLIED  BY  197Q  CPS 
NELB  ESTIMATES, 
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SOURCE:  CHAP  A  (1988) 

TITLE:  POP  EST.  OF  SCHOOL  AGE  LEP  '79-89 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  3684995 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1988 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  OvNSUS  BASED  (C):  C 

GRADE  RANGE:  AGE  RANGE:  5-17 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B): 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  NELB  ESTIMATE  FROM  JUNE  1988  CURRENT  POPUrLATION  SURVEY  AND  LEP/NELB 
RATIOS  FROM  CESS  STUDY. 

SOURCE:  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCL\TES,  INC.  (1984) 

TITLE:  LEPS  CHARACTERISTICS  &  SCHOOL  SVCS 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  882000 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1983 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-6  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBLIC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B):  PU 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  W 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  SAMPLE  OF  SCHOOL  DISTRICTS,  OVERSAMPUNG  FOR  STATES  AND  DISTRICTS  WITH 
LARGE  NUMBERS  OF  LEPS.  USED  LOCAL  OPERATIONAL  DEFINITIONS. 

SOURCE:  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATES,  INC.  (1984) 

TITLE:  LEPS  CHARACTERISTICS  &  SCHOOL  SVCS 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  1355000 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1983 

STATES /TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B):  B 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  W 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  USED  DATA  FROM  DISTRICT  QUESTIONNAIRES  TO  DEVELOP  ESTIMATE  OF  K-6 
PUBUC  SCHOOL  COUNT.  USED  NCES  DATA  TO  PROJECT  TO  K-12  POPULATION  IN  PUBUC  AND  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS. 

SOURCE:  FuHSCHMAN  AND  HOPSTOCK  (1993) 

TITLE:  DESCRIPTIVE  STUDY  OF  SVCS  TO  LEPS 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  2314079 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1991-92 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B):  PU 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  V/AS  GENERATED:  SAMPLE  OF  745  DISTRICTS  REPRESENTING  65.5%  OF  PROJECTED  LEP  POPULATION. 
USED  LOCAL  OPERATIONAL  DEFINTRON  OF  LEP. 

SOURCE:  HENDERSON  ET  AL.  (1993) 

TITLE:  SUMMARY  OF  BILING.  ED  AGENCY  PRC  SV 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  2232500 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1990-91 

STATES/TERRiraUES  INCLUDED:  US,  NOT  KY,  PA,  VA,  PLUS  5  TERRITORIES 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B):  B 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  FIGURES  TAKEN  FROM  STATE  EDUCATION  AGENCY  SURVEY  OF  STATES'  LIMITED 
ENGLISH  PROPTCIENT  PERSONS  AND  AVAILABLE  EDUCATION  SERVICES. 
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SOURCE:  HENDERSON  ET  AL.  (1993) 

TITLE;  SUMMARY  OF  BIUNG.  ED  AGENCY  PRC  SV 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  2430712 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1991-92 

STATES/TERRrrORIES  INCLUDED:  US,  NOT  AK,  PA,  VA,  WV,  PLUS  5  TERRITORIES 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B):  B 

PfPE  OF  ESTIMAHE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  FIGURES  TAKEN  FROM  STATE  EDUCATION  AGENCY  SURVEY  OF  STATES'  UMTTED 
ENGLISH  PROncmNT  PERSONS  AND  AVAILAbLE  EDUCATION  SERVICES. 

SOURCE:  HOPSTOCK  ET  AL.  (1993) 

TITLE:  DESCRIPTIVE  STUDY  OF  SVCS  TO  LEPS 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  1997742 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1990-91 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B):  PU 

TfPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  W 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  STATES  GAVE  USTING  OF  SCHOOL  DISTRICTS  WITH  LEP  STUDENTS,  AND  ESTIMATE 
OF  NUMBER  OF  LEPS  IN  THOSE  DISTRICTS.  PA  ONLY  GAVE  INFO  ON  LARGEST  DISTRICTS,  CO  DID  A  ONE  DAY  HEAD 
COUNT  OF  STUDENTS. 

SOURCE:  HOPSTOCK,  ET  AL.  (1993) 

TITLE:  DESCRIPTIVE  STUDY  OF  SVCS  TO  LEPS 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  2263338 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1991-92 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B):  PU 

TfPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  W 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  SAMPLE  OF  1835  SCHOOLS  REPRESENTING  12.6%  OF  PROJECTED  LEP  POPULATION 
USED  LOCAL  OPERATIONAL  DEFINITION  OF  LEP. 

SOURCE:  MCARTHUR  (1993) 

TITLE:  LANGUAGE  &  SCHOOLING  1979-89 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  1808000 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1989 

STATES /TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOI  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  C 

GRADE  RANGE:  AGE  RANGE:  5-17 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B): 

T^PE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED  DATA  FROM  1989  CURRENT  POPULATION  SURVEY.  COUNT  OF  THOSE  WHO  USED 
A  LANGUAGE  OTHER  THAN  ENGLISH  AND  SPOKE  ENGLISH  LESS  1HAN  VERY  WELL. 

SOURCE:  aMALLEY  (1981) 

TTTLE:  CHILDREN'S  ENG  &  SERVICES  STUDY 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  2406000 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1978 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDEDt  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  C 

GRADE  RANGE:  AGE  RANGE:  5-14 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B): 

T^PE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  35000  REPRESENTATIVE  HOUSEHOLDS  GOT  QUESTIONNAIRE,  2200  SPOKE  OTHER 
THAN  ENGLISH  AND  HAD  5-14  YEAR  OLDS.  1909  CHILDREN  WERE  TESTED  FOR  ENG  PROHCIENCY,  AND  THEIR 
SCHOOLS  IDENTIFIED  EDUCATIONAL  NEEDS  FOR  1000  LEP  STUDENTS. 
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SOURCE:  PELAVIN  ASSOCIATES  (1985) 

TITLE:  SY?vJTHESIS  ED-FUNDED  RESEARCH 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  2600000 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  19S5 

STATES/TERRITORIES  Ix^CLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C): 

GRADE  RANGE:  AGE  RANGE:  5-14 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B): 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  W 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  LOOKED  AT  HNDINGS  FROM  SEVERAL  RESEARCH  STUDIES,  CRITIQLnED  EACH,  THEN 
MADE  ESTIMATE. 

SOURCE:  PUMA  AND  JONES  (1993) 

TITLE:  PROSPECTS-INTERIM  REPORT 

MO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  257510 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1991-92 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  1  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B): 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  W 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  SELECTED  NATIONAL  SAMPLE  OF  SCHOOLS.  OVEP>SAMPLING  FOR  ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOLS  AND  THOSE  WITH  HIGH  CONCENTRATIONS  OF  MINORITIES.  DEFINITION  OF  LEP  BASED  ON  MULTIPLE 
CRITERL\  (SCHOOL,  TEACHER,  STUDENT). 

SOURCE:  PUMA  AND  JONES  (1993) 

TITLE:  PROSPECTS-INTERIM  REPORT 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  214026 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESHMATE  APPLIES:  1991-92 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  3  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B): 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPS' TOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  W 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  SELECTED  NATIONAL  SAMPLE  OF  SCHOOLS,  OVERSAMPUNG  FOR  ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOLS  AND  THOSE  WTfH  HIGH  CONCENTRATIONS  OF  MINORITIES.  DEFINmON  OF  LEP  BASED  ON  MUXTIPLE 
CRITERIA  (SCHOOL,  TEACHER,  SruUENT). 

SOURCE:  PUMA  AND  JONES  (1993) 

TITLE:  PROSPECTS-INTERIM  REPORT 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  123629 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  EST[MATE  APPLIES:  1991.-92 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  7  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B): 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  W 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  SELECTED  NATIONAL  SAMPLE  OF  SCHOOLS,  OVERSAMPUNG  FOR  ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOLS  AND  THOSE  WITH  HIGH  CONCENTRATIONS  OF  MINORTTIES.  DEFINITION  OF  LEP  BASED  ON  MULTIPLE 
CRITERIA  (SCHOOL,  TEACHER,  STUDENT). 

SOTJRCE:  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE  (1990) 

TITLE:  1.990  CENSUS  OF  PC«nJLATION  AND  HOUSING  SUMMARY  TAPE  FILE  3C 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  2388243 

YEAR  FOR  WmCK  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1990 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  C'R  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  C 

GRADE  RANGE:  AGE  RANGE:  5-17 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B): 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  CW):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENER.\TED:  1990  CENSUS  DATA.  NUMBER  OF  CHILDREN  AGES  5  TO  17  WHO  SPOKE  A 
LANGUAGE  OTHER  THAN  ENGLISH  AND  WHO'SPOKE  ENGLISH  LESS  THAN  VERY  WELL. 
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SOURCE:  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE  ( 1980) 

TTTLE:  1980  GENERAL  SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC  CHARACTERISTTCS:  LTsTITED  STATES  SUMMARY 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  1869914 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1980 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  C 

GRADE  RANGE:  AGE  RANGE:  >17 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B): 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  1980  CENSUS  DATA.    NUMBER  OF  CHILDREN  AGES  5  TO  17  WHO  SPOKE  A 
LANGUAGE  OTHER  THAN  ENGLISH  AND  WHO  SPOKE  ENGLISH  LESS  THAN  VERY  WELL 

SOURCE:  US.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION  (1991) 
THXE:  CONDITION  OF  BIUNGUAL  ED  IN  NATION 
NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  1946107 
YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1988-89 

STATES/TERRITORIES  INCLUDED:  US,  NOT  AL,  AR,  PA,  SC,  VA,  WV,  PLUS  6  TERRITORIES 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B):  B 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  FIGURES  TAKEN  FROM  REPORTS  SL-BMnTED  BY  THE  STATE  EDUCATION  AGENCIES 
PARTICIPATING  IN  THE  TTTLE  VH  SEA  PROGRAM. 

SOURCE:  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION  (1991) 
TniE:  CONDITION  OF  BIUNGUAL  ED  IN  NATION 
NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  2154781 
YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1989-90 

STATES/TERRTTORIES  INCLUDED:  US,  NOT  AL,  AR.  CT,  PA,  SC,  VA,  PLUS  5  TERRFFORIES 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K-12  AGE  RANGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBLIC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B):  B 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S   

HOW  ESTUvtATE  WAS  GENERATED:  FIGURES  TAKEN  FROM  REPORTS  SUBMITTED  BY  THE  STATE  EDUCATION  AGENCIES 
PARTICIPATING  IN  THE  TTTLE  VH  SEA  PROGRAM. 

SOURCE:  U.S  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION  (1987) 

TTTLE:  NO.  LEPS,  NATL,  STATE,  LANG  SPC  EST 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  1752000 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1982 

STATES/TERRTTORIES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  C 

GRADE  RANGE:  AGE  RANGE:  5-17 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBLIC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B): 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  •  SN.\PSHOT  (S)  OR  WINDOW  (W):  S  ^  ^ 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  LEP  STUDENTS  ESTIMATED  BASED  ON  A  MODEL  DERIVED  FROM  RESULTS  OF  THE 
1982  ENGLISH  LANGUAGE  PROFICIENCY  STUDY  TO  SPECIAL  TABULATIONS  OF  THE  1980  CENSUS  DATA. 

SOURCE:  U.S.  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE  (1987) 

TTTLE:  BILINGUAL  EDUCATION  INFO  ON  LEPS 

NO.  OF  LEP  STUDENTS:  1515406 

YEAR  FOR  WHICH  ESTIMATE  APPLIES:  1985-86 

STATES/TERRTTOWES  INCLUDED:  US 

SCHOOL  BASED  (S)  OR  CENSUS  BASED  (C):  S 

GRADE  RANGE:  K.12  AGE  R.\NGE: 

SCHOOLS  INCLUDED  -  PUBUC  (PU),  PRIVATE  (PR),  OR  BOTH  (B):  B 

TYPE  OF  ESTIMATE  -  SNAPSHOT  (S)  OF  WINDOW  (W):  S 

HOW  ESTIMATE  WAS  GENERATED:  NUMBERS  OBTAINED  FROM  TELEPHONE  INTERVIEWS  WTTH  STATE  PROGRAM 
OFnCL\LS. 
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7hs  Piorp't)^  pf  Thk  Mmmal 


At  the  beginning  of  this  school  year,  you  may  have  discovered  that  there  were  one  or  more  students 
in  your  class  who  did  not  grow  up  speaking  English.  They  were  raised  in  another  country,  or 
perhaps  even  in  the  U.S.,  where  another  language  was  primarily  spoken  at  home.  These  students, 
who  may  not  speak  English  at  all,  or  at  least  do  not  speak,  understand,  or  write  English  with  the 
same  facility  as  their  classmates,  are  commonly  referred  to  as  "Limited  English  Proficient"  (LEP)  or 
English  Language  Learning  Students  (ELL),  as  they  will  be  referred  to  here.  If  you  formerly  have 
taught  only  native  English-speaking  students  and  now  have  a  classroom  which  contains  some  ELL 
students,  then  you  have  joined  a  growing  number  of  teachers  who  can  no  longer  take  for  granted  that 
English  and  a  common  "x\merican"  cultural  outlook  are  shared  by  all  students. 

Your  initial  reaction  may  be  "VAiat  do  I  do?"  You  may  be  wondering  how  to  handle  the  tasks  of 
helping  these  students  learn  basic  English  language  skills  while  completing  your  already-packed  list 
of  objectives  for  the  class  as  a  whole. 

The  purpose  of  this  manual  is  to  try  to  answer  the  question  "What  do  I  do?"  It  offers  perspectives, 
strategies,  and  suggestions  to  help  you  work  with  ELL  students  to  improve  their  English,  while  at 
the  same  time  including  the  ELL  students  in  instruction  in  mathematics,  science,  social  studies,  and 
the  other  subjects  included  in  the  school  curriculum.  Much  of  what  is  suggested  is  related  to 
working  within  an  activ^e  learning  instructional  model.  You  will  find  that  working  with  your  ELL 
students  can  provide  a  resource  to  your  classroom,  aid  the  learning  process  for  all  of  your  students, 
and  improve  language  skills  and  cross-cultural  understanding  for  the  entire  class. 
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The  English  language  learners  in  your  classroom  may  be  very  different  in  their  background,  skills, 
and  past  experience  from  the  other  students  you  are  teaching.  Some  may  have  come  to  the  U.S.  ficm 
a  country  in  which  they  attended  school  regularly  and  will  bring  with  them  literacy  skills  and  content 
knowledge,  although  in  another  language.  Other  students  may  come  with  a  history  of  survival 
within  a  war- torn  country  where  there  was  no  opportunity  for  consistent  --or  any-  schooling.  There 
will  be  differences  in  home  background  as  well.  Many  will  belong  to  very  low-income  families;  the 
parents  of  some  of  these,  however,  may  have  been  highly  educated  in  their  own  country,  and  may 
have  once  held  professional  positions.  The  resources  and  the  needs  that  the  individual  students  bring 
are  therefore  often  likely  to  be  very  different. 

The  first  step  in  answering  the  question  "What  do  I  do?",  then,  is  to  learn  the  answer  to  another 
question:  'Who  are  they?"  As  for  any  of  your  students,  understanding  the  skills,  needs,  resources 
the  students  bring  will  help  you  to  plan  instructional  goals  and  to  build  a  classroom  environment 
that  will  enhance  learning  for  all  of  your  students. 

Who  Are  They? 


Carlos  is  eleven  years  old.  He  grew  up  on  a  farm  outside  a  small  village  in  Peru.  One  morning  the  family 
awoke  and  the  father  was  gone,  a  victim  of  the  political  unrest  in  the  area.  Carlos'  mother  moved  him  and 
his  younger  sister  to  the  outskirts  of  Lima.  Carlos  could  not  go  to  school.  He  spent  his  days  working  on 
odd  jobs  so  that  the  family  could  have  enough  food  to  eat.  After  two  years  in  Lima,  they  were  able  to 
obtain  a  sponsor  to  come  to  the  United  States.  They  have  been  in  the  U.S.  for  less  than  one  year.  Their 
mother  now  works  two  jobs,  and  they  live  with  another  family  in  order  to  afford  the  rent.  Carlos  is  now 
in  the  fifth  grade,  trying  to  adapt  to  the  American  culture,  struggling  to  learn  English,  and  working  to  catch 
up  to  his  classmates  in  the  other  subject  areas. 


Hom  is  a  thirteen-year  old  Korean  boy  who  came  here  with  his  family  about  three  years  ago.  his  parents 
speak  very  little  English  and  work  from  dawn  until  midnight  in  the  small  convenience  store  that  they  own 
with  another  family.  The  family  speaks  only  Korean  at  home.  Hom  has  just  entered  junior  high  school  and 
is  working  hard  to  improve  his  English.  Since  he  attended  school  regularly  in  Korea,  his  work  in  the  other 
subject  areas  is  about  average  for  his  grade  level. 


Frieda  is  an  eight-year  old  Romanian  girl.  She  has  been  in  this  country  one  month.  She  was  adopted  by 
an  American  family  through  a  local  church.  She  likes  her  new  family  but  she  misses  her  friends  and  her 
cousins.  There  is  no  one  who  can  speak  Romanian  with  her.  Frieda  did  not  attend  school  regularly  m 
Romania  and  she  can  barely  read  or  write  in  her  own  language.  She  understands  only  a  little  English. 


The  ELL  students  in  your  class  have  several  common  needs.  Certainly,  they  need  to  build  or 
improve  their  oral  English  skills.  They  also  need  to  acquire  reading  and  writing  skills  in  English 
while  at  the  same  time  continuing  to  learn  content  in  subjects  such  as  mathematics,  science  and  social 
studies.  Some  of  the  ELL  students  will  have  other  needs  that  will  make  these  tasks  much  more 
difficult  for  them.  Some  may  have  come  to  the  U.S.  from  a  country  in  which  they  attended  a  school 
that  was  very  different  from  those  in  the  U,S.  system.  Some  may  have  large  gaps  in  their  schooling. 
Others  may  not  have  had  any  formal  schooling  at  all  and  may  lack  important  literacy  skills  in  their 
nahve  language  that  would  normally  be  expected  for  a  student  of  their  age. 

ELL  students  are  also  diverse  in  their  economic  backgrounds.  Some  may  come  from  backgrounds 
where  there  are  financial  difficulties  or  health  problems.  These  students  may  need  support  from 
health  and  social  service  agencies.  Or,  they  may  simply  need  your  understanding  about  some  of  the 
special  circumstances  that  they  face.  It  may  be  that  both  their  parents  work  long  hours  and  cannot 
help  with  homework,  or  they  may  be  required  to  babysit  brothers  and  sisters  until  late  each  evening, 
making  it  difficult  to  complete  all  of  the  assigned  homework. 

The  important  point  to  remember  is  that  any  individual  student  presents  a  profile  of  aptitudes  and 
abilities  in  subject  areas  and  skills,  and  that  this  is  true  for  students  who  are  learning  English  as 
much  as  for  native  English  speakers.  However,  the  student  who  is  learning  English  will  have  more 
trouble  in  expressing  his  or  her  level  of  understanding  and  capabilities  in  the  second  language, 
English. 


All  children  bring  to  a  classroom  their  unique  background,  experiences,  perspectives.  In  the  case  of 
ELL  students,  the  differences  in  their  cultures  and  languages  offer  many  resources  to  the  classroom- 
These  students  often  bring: 

■  Information  —  about  other  countries  and  their  cultures,  customs,  and  resources; 

■  Nezu  perspectives  -  about  the  world,  about  society,  about  beliefs;  and 

■  Opportunities  —  for  exposure  to  other  languages,  for  sharing  ways  of  thinking  and  doing 
things  that  might  otherwise  be  taken  for  granted. 

When  the  information,  perspectives,  and  opportunities  offered  by  the  presence  of  students  from  other 
language  and  cultural  backgrounds  are  used  as  a  resource  for  instruction,  the  whole  class  benefits. 
Students  build  awareness  of  other  points  of  view  and  other  ways  of  understanding,  and  consequently 
come  to  learn  more  about  themselves. 
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As  a  classroom  teacher,  you  can  develop  approaches  and  practices  for  working  with  ELL  students 
that  will  allow  you  to  include  them  in  instruction  with  English  speaking  students.  Through  your 
experience,  you  are  able  to  work  with  students  who  differ  in  levels  of  ability,  in  areas  of  strength, 
and  in  special  skills  or  aptitudes.  English  language  learners  bring  to  the  classroom  new  areas  of 
differences,  but  your  experience  in  working  with  diversity  among  English  speaking  students  will 
apply  to  these  students  as  well.  An  important  first  step,  however,  is  in  understanding  the  differences 
that  you  will  observe. 

Understand  the  Difference 

Differences  in  language  and  culture  are  often  subtle  but  affect  the  classroom  participation  of  students 
in  several  ways.  Understanding  these  will  help  you  to  respond  in  ways  that  will  help  both  ELL  and 
other  students  to  learn. 

■  Cultural  differences  can  mean  different  rules  for  classroom  behavior 

Students  from  other  cultures  can  have  different  views  of  how  to  be  a  student,  or  to  "do  schooling". 
For  example,  while  you  may  want  to  have  students  participate  by  asking  questions  and  joining  in 
discussions,  students  from  some  backgrounds  may  not  participate  because  in  their  culture  it  is 
considered  disrespectful  to  ask  questions  of  a  teacher. 

■  Cultural  differences  can  affect  understanding  of  content 

New  knowledge  is  built  on  the  basis  of  what  is  already  known  by  an  individual.  For  example,  in 
the  area  of  reading,  research  has  pointed  out  that  reading  is  a  "constructive"  process,  one  that 
involves  the  building  of  meaning  not  only  from  the  words  on  the  page  but  from  the  related 
background  knowledge  of  the  reader.  Where  a  text  assumes  a  common  experience  not  shared  by 
the  students,  then  they  may  not  fully  understand  the  text  and  consequently  will  be  less  likely  to 
remember  the  content.  This  means  that  students  whose  experience  is  not  the  mainstream  experience 
assumed  by  materials  used  in  the  class  will  need  to  have  additional  explanation  or  examples 
provided  for  them. 


The  importance  of  background  for  understanding: 

Texts  written  for  native  speakers  of  English  may  assume  previous  knowledge  about  concepts  or  objects  that 
are  unfamiliar  to  students  from  another  culture.  For  example,  a  science  text  may  use  examples  of  different 
kinds  of  levers  to  clarify  the  meaning  of  lever.  However,  many  English  learners  may  have  never  seen  or 
used  the  objects  mentioned,  such  d^s  pruning  shears,  tweezers,  a  nutcracker,  or  a  seesaw.  Teachers  should  make 
a  special  effort  to  bring  in  objects  or  use  visuals  that  provide  all  students  with  the  background  necessary  to 
understand  written  science  materials."  (Fathman,  Quinn,  and  Kessler,  1992) 
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■  Cultural  differences  can  affect  interactions  with  others 

Culturally  different  ways  of  showing  interest,  respect,  appreciation  can  be  misinterpreted.  For 
example,  if  a  student  does  not  look  at  the  teacher  when  the  teacher  is  speaking,  it  may  be  interpreted 
as  the  student's  lack  of  attention  or  as  a  show  of  disrespect.  However,  in  the  student's  culture  the 
expectation  may  be  just  the  opposite,  that  is,  to  show  respect  a  student  should  not  look  directly  at 
the  teacher.  The  way  in  which  praise  is  given  can  also  be  different.  For  some  cultural  groups,  praise 
to  cin  individual  student  is  not  given  publically.  Instead,  a  quiet  word  of  praise  to  the  student  is 
more  appropriate.  Teachers  need  to  be  sensitive  to  student  reactions  and  try  to  respect  these,  while 
also  helping  students  to  understand  the  cultural  differences  too. 


Understand  Second  Language  Learning 

There  are  many  commonly  held  "folklore"  beliefs  about  children  learning  a  new  language  which 
research  has  shown  are  not  actually  very  accurate.  The  following  points  about  second  language 
learning  should  be  helpful  for  a  teacher  in  understanding  more  about  ELL  studients  and  their  efforts 
to  learn  English. 

■  It  is  not  simple  or  easy  for  children  to  learn  a  second  language. 

Actually,  learning  a  second  language  is  a  big  task  for  anyone.  Just  as  learning  a  first  language  is  a 
process  that  involves  much  of  a  very  young  child's  day,  children  learning  a  second  language  must 
work  hard  at  acquiring  the  new  language.  Also,  for  children  as  well  as  for  adults,  it  can  be  difficult 
emotionally  to  take  the  step  into  a  new  language  and  culture.  Children,  perhaps  even  more  than 
adults,  can  be  shy  and  embarrassed  around  others  in  trying  out  th  nr  beginning  language  skills. 

■  Young  children  need  time  to  learn  a  new  language. 

Despite  the  common  view  that  children  have  special  abilities  for  learning  language,  research  shows 
that  older  children  and  adults  are  in  fact  able  to  learn  the  vocabulary  and  grammar  of  a  new 
Icinguage  more  quickly  than  younger  children.  Older  children  and  adults  have  many  strategies  for 
learning  and  a  more  explicit  understanding  of  lemguage  rules  and  how  language  works  which  help 
them  in  learning  a  second  language.  Young  children  may  seem  to  learn  quickly  since  they  can 
appear  proficient  with  smaller  vocabulary  and  simpler  phrases.  They  also  appear  to  have  some 
advantage  in  acquiring  native-like  pronunciation,  which  can  give  an  impression  of  greater 
proficiency. 

■  Fluency  on  the  playground  does  not  necessarily  mean  proficiency  in  the  classroom. 

Often,  we  may  hear  a  student  conversing  easily  in  English  on  the  playground  with  other  students. 
Does  this  mecin  that  he  or  she  has  become  fluent  in  English?  The  answer  is:  "No".  Social 
conversational  skills  are  importcint,  but  they  are  not  sufficient  for  academic  learning  in  the  classroom. 
However,  it  is  hard  to  recognize  that  language  can  still  be  an  additional  challenge  and  can  affect  a 
student's  academic  performance  when  he  or  she  is  fluent  in  everyday  conversations.  But  in  actual 
fact,  the  same  child  who  is  fluent  in  English  on  the  playground  is  likely  to  require  four  to  six  years 
to  acquire  the  level  of  proficiency  needed  for  successful  academic  learning  (Collier,  1989). 


■  Children  go  about  learning  a  second  language  in  different  ways. 

There  are  many  similarities  in  how  a  second  language  is  learned/  but  there  are  also  differences  based 
on  individual  student  characteristics  or  language  background.  For  example,  more  outgoing  children 
may  begin  to  imitate  phrases  and  expressions  very  early,  and  try  them  without  worrying  about 
mistakes  or  how  they  sound.  Other  children,  however,  may  not  use  their  new  language  for  some 
time.  Instead,  they  observe  quietly  until  they  are  sure  of  what  they  should  say.  What  may  be 
difficult  to  remember  is  that  the  outgoing  student  may  be  less  proficient  than  he  appears,  and  that 
the  quiet  student  may  actually  be  much  more  proficient  than  she  seems.  Both  will  eventually  learn 
to  speak  fluently. 

Different  patterns  in  learning  a  second  language  (e.g.,  the  kinds  of  errors  made)  may  also  occur  based 
on  the  learner's  first  language.  For  example,  a  student  whose  first  language  does  not  mark  definite 
and  indefinite  reference  may  have  a  harder  time  in  acquiring  use  of  the  English  articles. 

■  Silence  is  sometimes  needed. 

Students  may  be  silent  at  times  as  they  learn  to  speak  a  second  language.  For  some  learners,  a  focus 
on  listening  more  than  speaking  occurs,  especially  in  the  early  stages  of  learning  a  new  language. 
For  other  learners,  there  may  be  a  need  to  briefly  "tune  out"  at  points  in  the  course  of  a  day  to 
"recharge"  from  the  consistent  effort  of  listening  and  speaking  in  the  new  language. 

Silence  may  also  occur  in  extended  pauses  before  a  student  answers  a  question.  Allow  students 
additional  time  to  collect  their  thoughts  and  structure  their  answer.  Moving  too  quickly  to  the  next 
student  discourages  efforts  to  respond;  in  contrast,  recognizing  that  the  student  needs  more  time  to 
answer  lets  the  student  know  that  you  are  interested  in  listening. 

■  Errors  can  indicate  progress. 

As  in  first  language  acquisition,  errors  can  actually  have  a  positive  meaning.  Tliey  often  appear 
when  a  learner  is  trying  out  a  new  form  or  grammatical  structure.  When  the  focus  is  on 
communicating,  direct  correction  of  errors  can  hinder  students'  efforts  and  discourage  further 
attempts  to  express  ideas  with  the  language  skills  they  have  available.  Rather  than  correct  errors 
directly,  a  teacher  can  continue  a  dialogue  by  restatement  of  what  a  student  has  said,  modeling  the 
correct  form. 
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Your  awareness  of  the  diversity  that  your  ELL  students  bring  to  the  classroom  and  of  the  resources 
as  well  as  needs  that  they  bring,  can  be  used  to  build  an  instructional  environment  for  all  students. 
Current  educational  research  and  reform  focus  on  greater  participation  by  students  in  instruction  and 
on  learning  tasks  that  are  relevant  to  the  real-life  needs  of  students.  An  active  learning  instructional 
model  for  LEP  students  includes  elements  that  address  the  special  language-related  needs  and 
cultural  differences  of  students  who  are  learning  English.  There  are  five  key  elements: 

The  classroom  should  be  predictable  and  accepting  of  all  students. 

All  students  are  able  to  focus  on  and  enjoy  learning  more  when  the  school  and  classroom  make  them 
feel  "safe,"  that  is,  environments  in  which  students  feel  comfortable  with  themselves  and  with  their 
surroundings.  Teachers  can  increase  comfort  levels  through  structured  classroom  rules  and  activity 
patterns,  explicit  expectations,  and  genuine  care  and  concern  for  each  student. 


Instructional  activities  should  maximize  opportunities  for  language  use. 


Opportunities  for  substantive,  sustained  dialogue  are  critical  in  challenging  a  student's  ability  to 
communicate  ideas,  to  formulate  questions,  and  to  use  language  for  higher  order  thinking.  Each 
student,  at  his  or  her  own  level  of  proficiency,  should  have  opportunities  to  communicate 
meaningfully  in  this  way. 


Instructional  tasks  should  involve  active  participation  of  the  student 


Students  contribute  and  learn  more  effectively  when  they  are  able  to  play  a  role  in  structuring  their 
own  learning,  when  tasks  are  oriented  toward  discovery  of  concepts  and  answers  to  questions,  and 
when  the  content  is  both  meaningful  and  challenging. 


Instructional  interactions  should  provide  support  for  student  understanding. 


Teachers  should  ensure  that  students  understand  the  concepts  and  materials  being  presented.  For 
ELL  students  this  includes  providing  support  for  the  students'  understanding  of  instruction  presented 
in  English. 


Instructional  contettt  should  utilize  student  diversity. 


Incorporating  diversity  into  the  classroom  provides  ELL  students  with  social  support,  offers 
recognition  of  different  perspectives  to  all  students,  provides  new  information  on  other  cultures  and 
exposure  to  other  languages  to  all  students.  In  addition,  incorporating  examples  and  information 
relevant  to  the  ELL  students'  backgrounds  assists  them  in  understanding  content. 
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Create  an  Accepting  and  Predictable  Environment 


A  supportive  environment  is  built  by  the  teacher  on  several  grounds.  There  is  acceptance,  interest, 
and  understanding  of  different  cultural  backgrounds,  beliefs  and  customs.  There  is  explicit 
information  provided  to  students  on  what  is  expected  of  them,  and  a  dear  structuring  of  class 
activities  and  daily  patterns.  These  provide  important  social  and  practical  bases  for  students, 
especially  for  ELL  students.  When  students  are  freed  of  the  need  to  interpret  expectations  and  to 
figure  out  task  structures,  then  they  can  concentrate  on  learning  and  take  risks  in  learning. 

■  Provide  a  clear  acceptance  of  each  student 

Treat  ELL  students  as  individuals  and  as  equal  members  in  the  class.  Both  recognize  and  be  aware 
of  cultural  differences;  at  the  same  time,  don't  assume  that  because  a  student  comes  from  a  particular 
language  or  cultural  group  that  he  or  she  shares  all  of  the  beliefs  or  customs  of  that  group.  Also, 
understand  that  singling  out  a  student  as  a  spokesperson  for  a  culture  may  be  uncomfortable  for  him 
or  her. 

Show  acceptance  also  by  making  the  environment  more  accessible  to  ELL  students.  One  way  is  to 
place  signs  in  the  student's  language  and  in  English  to  identify  places  or  work  areas  in  the  classroom 
(e.g.,  "class  library",  "science  materials",  "quiet  work  center")  and  around  the  building  (e.g.,  "office", 
'cafeteria").  Such  multilingual  and  symbolic  signs  make  families  as  well  as  students  feel  more 
welcome  in  the  school. 


A  first  very  simple  but  most  meaningful  step  that  a  teacher  can  take  is  to  learn  with  care  how  to  pronounce 
a  student's  name,  and  to  ensure  that  other  persons  in  the  class  and  in  the  school  (e.g,,  librarian)  who  will 
have  contact  with  the  student  know  how  to  pronounce  it  correctly.  Similarly,  if  a  student  wants  to  be  called 
by  a  different  name  or  nickname,  be  sure  to  note  and  use  this.  For  any  student,  ELL  student  or  other,  carmg 
about  their  name  shows  that  you  care  about  who  they  are. 


■  Make  classroom  activities  overtly  structured  and  predictable. 

Give  students  a  clear  understanding  of  how  the  tasks  will  proceed.  For  example,  if  students  are  to 
work  in  cooperative  groups,  begin  by  describing  how  they  are  to  work  together.  Make  lists  of 
student  roles,  or  group  responsibilities,  and  explain  and  discuss  these.  Keep  the  basic  structure  for 
cooperative  group  work  consistent.  In  this  way,  students  will  know  what  is  expected  of  them  in  their 
cooperative  group  tasks,  even  tliough  the  specific  content  or  tasks  will  change.  Ensure  that  they  have 
a  clear  sense  of  their  daily  schedule,  even  if  it  varies  from  day  to  day.  Stt|dents  will  be  less  able  to 
focus  on  instruction  when  they  are  concerned  about  where  tb^y  should  be,  or  what  they  should  be 
doing.  When  a  change  in  schedule  is  needed,  give  as  much  advance  notice  as  possible.  Do  not  rely 
on  simply  telling  students;  add  other  ways  of  letting  students  know  about  the  change,  such  as 
correcting  a  posted  schedule,  crossing  off  the  usual  activity  and  adding  in  the  new  activity. 


For  ELL  students,  unfamiliar  with  so  many  things  going  on  around  them,  understanding  the  basic  structure 
of  the  school  activities  is  very  important.  There  are  many  ways  to  provide  a  feeling  of  'knowing'  to  the 
students.  In  addition  to  writing  or  posting  the  schedule  for  the  day  or  week  on  the  board,  establish 
procedures  for  utilizing  different  areas  of  the  classroom.  Establish  sequences  of  activities  for  students,  or 
let  students  know  what  options  they  have  after  they  complete  an  assigned  task.  These  sequences  or  options 
can  be  posted  and  perhaps  illustrated  so  that  students  always  have  the  information  at  hand.  The  list  can 
be  changed  from  time  to  time  to  provide  variety  within  a  familiar  context.  If  different  work  stations  or 
activity  centers  have  been  set  up  in  the  class,  have  any  specific  procedures  for  their  use  or  sharing  of 
equipment  also  posted  and  clear  for  students. 


■  Let  students  know  luhat  is  expected  of  them. 

For  ail  students,  a  clear  shared  understanding  of  the  rules  for  participating  in  the  class,  of  acceptable 
behavior  during  and  after  completing  specific  class  activities,  of  general  expectations  for  student 
behavior,  are  important.  For  ELL  students  who  are  often  struggling  with  cultural  differences  as  well 
as  language,  it  is  even  more  important  to: 

□  explain  or  demonstrate  expectations  about  classroom  rules  and  behaviors  (for  example, 
provide  specific  information  on  how  to  gain  the  teacher's  attention,  how  use  of  a  particular 
activity  center  is  shared); 

□  assist  students  whose  cultural  definitions  of  "being  a  student"  differ  from  the  class 
expectations  (for  example,  describe  the  types  of  activities  that  the  class  will  do,  how  to  ask 
questior\s  within  these  different  activities,  when  and  how  it  is  okay  to  interrupt  the  teacher 
or  to  move  about  the  classroom). 


One  way  of  helping  students  to  clearly  understand  what  is  expected  is  to  discuss  the  rules  and  have  the 
students  copy  them  down  in  a  notebook.  The  rules  can  be  posted  and  perhaps  accompanied  by  illustrations. 
Also,  the  class  could  try  acting  out  scenarios  about  the  rules,  showing  clearly  what  is  not  allowed,  what  is 
acceptable.  


■  Have  high  expectations  for  all  students 

An  environment  in  which  students  feel  comfortable  and  accepted  is  also  one  in  which  all  students 
feel  that  their  participation  is  valued  and  that  it  is  likely  to  lead  to  success.  Positive,  high 
expectations  for  performance  are  important  for  ELL  students  within  any  classroom.  ELL  students 
as  much  as  English  proficient  students  need  to  develop  content  knowledge  and  the  higher  order 
thinking  skills  that  will  be  required  of  them  as  they  progress  into  further  training  or  employment. 
There  must  be  opportunities  provided  for  ELL  students  to  work  with  challenging  tasks.  ELL  students 
should  be  included,  for  example,  in  cooperative  working  groups  and  given  responsibilities  that  allow 
them  to  contribute  to  the  group  goal. 

High  expectatior\s  for  ELL  students  are  important  not  only  within  the  classroom  but  within  the  school 
overall.  The  context  of  the  school  must  be  one  in  which  all  students  are  viewed  as  highly  capable 
and  able  to  take  on  challenging  work  successfully. 
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Maximize  opportunities  for  language  use 


Language,  while  a  major  focus  for  ELL  students,  is  really  central  to  learning  for  all  students,  ELL  and 
native  English  speakers  alike.  Through  experience  in  trying  to  express  ideas,  formulate  questions, 
and  explain  solutions,  students  use  of  language  supports  development  of  higher  order  thinking  skills. 
The  following  points  are  important  ways  to  maximize  language  use: 

■  Ask  questions  that  require  new  or  extended  responses 

Questions  asked  of  students  by  teachers  should  require  new  information  or  newly  generated 
responses,  and  should  involve  a  thoughtful  effort  on  the  part  of  the  student.  Questions  should 
require  answers  that  go  beyond  a  single  word  or  predictable  pattern.  Students  can  be  asked  to 
expand  upon  answers,  giving  reasons  why  they  believe  a  particular  response  is  correct,  or  explaining 
how  they  arrived  at  a  particular  conclusion.  Or  tliey  can  be  asked  to  expand  upon  a  particular 
response  by  creating  a  logical  follow-on  statement. 

■  Create  opportunities  for  sustained  dialogue  and  substantive  language  use 

It  is  often  hard  to  give  many  students  an  opportunity  for  meaningful,  sustained  dialogue  witimi  a 
teacher-centered  instructional  activity.  To  maximize  opportunities  for  students  to  use  language, 
teachers  plan  to  include  other  ways  of  organizing  learmng  activities.  For  example,  in  cooperative 
learning  groups  students  use  language  together  to  accomplish  academic  tasks.  In  reciprocal  teaching 
models,  each  student/group  is  responsible  for  one  portion  of  a  task,  and  then  shares  what  he/she 
has  accomplished  or  learned  by  teaching  it  to  others. 

Opportunities  for  maximizing  language  use  and  engaging  in  a  sustained  dialogue  should  be  in 
written  as  well  as  oral  English.  Students  can  write  in  a  daily  journal,  seen  by  only  themselves  and 
the  teacher.  This  type  of  writing  should  be  encouraged  for  students  at  all  levels.  Some  ELL  students 
may  be  too  embarrassed  to  write  at  first;  they  may  be  afraid  of  not  writing  everything  correctly.  The 
focus  in  this  type  of  writing,  however,  should  be  on  communicating. 

Students  sho?ild  be  given  opportimities  to  write  about  what  they  have  observed  or  learned.  Those 
with  less  profidenqr  in  English  can  use  illustrations  to  supplement,  or  can  work  with  another  student 
to  report  what  they  have  observed.  Eiisure  that  there  is  substantive  use  of  oral  and  written  language, 
for  example,  to  define,  summarize,  report  on  activities.  Learning  takes  place  often  through  a 
student's  efforts  to  summarize  or  explain  what  they  have  observed,  or  their  ideas  about  a  topic  to 
others,  and  through  answering  questions  about  what  they  have  presented.  For  ELL  students, 
language  proficiency  may  not  be  fully  equal  to  the  ideas  which  the  students  want  to  express. 
However,  the  students  should  present  ideas  using  what  language  skills  they  do  have,  and  combining 
oral,  written,  and  nonlinguistic  means.  Or,  the  ELL  students  could  work  in  groups  to  write  down 
their  observations,  prepare  to  present  them  in  English,  and  then  report  them  orally. 
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■  Provide  opportunities  for  language  use  within  multiple  settings 

Opportunities  for  meaningful  language  use  should  be  provided  in  a  variety  of  situations:  small 
group,  including  a  variety  of  groups  in  terms  of  composition  (i.e.,  in  terms  of  ELL  and  proficient 
English  speakers);  peer-peer  dyads  (again,  some  could  be  of  two  ELL  students,  others  of  an  ELL 
paired  with  native  speaker);  and  teacher-student  dyad.  Each  of  these  different  situations  will  place 
a  different  type  of  demand  on  the  student  and  will  offer  exposure  to  varying  types  of  language  use. 

The  physical  layout  of  the  room  should  be  structured  to  support  tlexible  interaction  among  students. 
There  can  specific  activity  areas  where  students  can  meet  in  small  groups  or  the  teacher  can  meet 
with  a  student,  or  the  furniture  in  the  room  can  be  arranged  and  rearranged  to  match  the  needs  of 
an  activity. 

■  Focus  on  communication 

When  the  focus  is  on  communicating  or  discussing  ideas,  specific  error  correction  should  be  given 
a  minor  role.  This  does  not  mean  that  errors  are  never  corrected;  it  means  that  this  may  be  done  in 
a  specific  editing  step,  apart  from  the  actual  production  of  the  written  piece.  Similarly,  in  oral 
language  use,  consistent  correcting  of  the  errors  in  speech  that  will  occur  for  any  second  language 
learner  will  discourage  the  important  use  of  language  for  communicating.  Indirect  modeling  of  a 
corrected  form  in  the  context  of  a  response  is  preferable  to  direct  correction. 


Communicating  ideas  in  a  science  journal: 

As  the  class  works  through  a  process  of  carrying  out  an  experiment,  e.g.,  observing  the  reactions  of  plants 
to  different  amounts  of  light,  have  students  keep  individual  science  journals  about  what  they  observe,  and 
what  they  think  is  happening.  Each  student  has  the  opportunity  to  observe  and  reflect  on  their  learning, 
and  to  communicate  it  each  at  his/her  own  level.  For  ELL  students,  the  journal  provides  an  opportunity 
to  function  at  an  equal  level  with  all  other  students,  while  producing  written  entries  at  their  own  level.  The 
teacher  may  want  to  even  react  to  the  journal  entries,  as  for  dialogve  journals.  The  teacher's  response  would 
be  to  the  content  of  the  observations  and  reflections  at  intervals  in  tlie  process  so  that  it  is  an  interactive 
dialogue.  Errors  in  grammar  and  vocabulary  would  not  be  directly  corrected  (but  correct  models  can  be 
provided  indirectly  through  the  teacher's  written  response). 
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Provide  for  active  participation  in  meaningful  and  challenging  tasks 

Many  teachers  now  plan  for  instruction  of  both  ELL  and  English  proficient  students  as  they  structure 
their  classroom  activities.  With  this  type  of  diversity  in  the  class,  some  shifts  in  approach  are  needed. 
However,  the  types  of  adaptations  that  can  be  helpful  to  ELL  students  are  also  those  that  recent 
research  and  reform  efforts  indicate  are  effective  for  all  students. 

For  example,  many  descriptions  of  instructional  innovation  focus  on  increasing  student  participation 
in  ways  that  result  in  students  asking  questions  and  constructing  knowledge,  through  a  process  of 
discovery  to  arrive  at  new  information  that  is  meaningful  and  that  expands  students  knowledge.  An 
important  goal  is  to  create  or  increase  the  level  of  "authentic"  (Newmann  and  Wehlage,  1993) 
instruction,  i.e.,  instruction  that  results  in  leanung  that  is  relevant  and  meaningful  beyond  success 
in  the  classroom  task  alone. 


Standards  for  authentic  instruction: 

■  Instruction  that  involves  higher  order  thinking  skills. 

■  A  deep  understanding  or  knowledge  of  a  topic, 

■  Instructional  material  that  has  relevance  to  the  world  outside  the  classroom, 

■  Student  engageir^'nt  in  substantive  conversations  about  the  topic, 

■  Social  support  for  achievement  by  all  students  in  the  form  of  high  expectations  and  mutual  respect. 

(Newmaxm  and  Wehlage,  1993) 


■  Give  students  responsibility  for  their  own  learning 

In  active  participation,  students  assist  in  defining  goals  of  instruction,  e.g.,  the  specific  content  to  be 
examined  or  questions  to  be  addressed  may  be  identified  by  students  and  teachers  together.  Students 
also  have  an  active  role  in  developing  the  knowledge  that  is  to  be  learned,  e.g.,  students  observe  and 
report  on  what  they  have  observed,  write  to  organizations  for  needed  information,  assist  each  other 
in  interpreting  and  summarizing  information.  Active  participation  involves  some  shift  in  roles  and 
responsibilities;  teachers  become  less  directive  and  facilitative,  students'  take  on  more  responsibility. 

ELL  students  need  to  participate  as  much  as  other  students.  Their  participation  can  be  at  a  level  that 
is  less  demanding  linguistically,  but  still  requires  higher  order  thinking  skills  and  allows  the  student 
to  demonstrate  or  provide  information  in  non-linguistic  ways.  For  example,  using  limited  written 
text,  a  ELL  student  v^th  very  little  oral  or  written  proficiency  in  English  can  create  a  pictorial  record 
of  what  was  observed  in  a  science  class,  noting  important  differences  from  one  event  to  the  next. 
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■  Develop  use  of  a  discovery  process 

When  students  take  an  active  role  in  constructing  new  knowledge,  they  use  what  they  already  know 
to  identify  questions  and  seek  new  answers.  A  discovery  process  is  one  in  which  students  participate 
in  defining  the  questions  to  be  asked,  develop  hypotheses  about  the  answers,  work  together  to  define 
ways  in  which  to  obtain  the  information  they  need  to  test  their  hypotheses,  gather  the  information, 
and  then  summarize  and  interpret  the  information.  Through  these  steps,  students  not  only  learn  new 
content,  they  learn  through  a  process  in  which  they  build  ownership  of  what  has  been  learned.  They 
are  also  learning  to  learn. 


"I  think  that  the  kids'  way  of  seeing  the  world,  the  way  they  think  in  general,  has  changed  because  they  feel 
more  comfortable  learning  on  their  own,  investigating  questions,  thinking  about  questions  and  making  them 
clearer,  and  finding  out  the  answers  whether  from  books  or  from  experimentation.  And  most  of  all,  I  feel 
that  they  have  made  a  step  toward  being  critical  about  what  people  say  to  them.. .They' re  learning  to  find 
out  for  themselves  and  not  listen  to  everything  they  hear."  (Teacher,  Cheche  Konnen  project,  Warren  and 
Rosebery,  1990) 


■  Include  use  of  cooperative  student  efforts 

Recent  findings  about  how  we  learn  emphasize  the  very  social  nature  of  learning.  Many  successful 
examples  of  innovation  in  classrooms  with  ELL  students  show  the  value  of  using  cooperative 
working  groups  composed  of  heterogenous  groups  of  students,  including  students  at  different  levels 
of  ability.  The  composition  of  groups  should  be  carefully  considered  and  should  be  flexible,  so  that 
students  experience  working  with  different  individuals.  Mixing  ELL  and  English  proficient  students 
within  groups  promotes  opportunities  to  hear  and  use  English  within  a  mearungful,  goal-directed 
context. 

Learning  to  work  in  cooperative  groups  requires  practice  and  guidance  for  the  students.  Formal  roles 
should  be  assigned  to  each  member  of  a  group  (e.g.,  note-taker,  reporter,  group  discussion  leader), 
and  these  roles  should  be  rotated.  At  older  grades,  as  students  identify  different  tasks  to  be 
accomplished  by  a  group,  students  might  define  and  assign  their  own  responsibilities.  In  all  cases, 
the  use  of  group  work  requires  attention  to  ensure  that  each  individual  has  opportunities  and 
responsibilities  in  contributing  to  the  development  of  the  overall  product. 

Teachers  need  to  be  sensitive  to  the  fact  some  cultural  groups  prefer  more  independent  learning 
structures  rather  than  cooperative  activities.  In  response  to  preferences,  teachers  may  want  to 
consider  adjusting  the  balance  of  learning  activities  for  students  to  accommodate  such  differences, 
and  to  provide  more  support,  to  allow  students  to  gradually  become  more  comfortable  in  these 
activities. 


14 


■  Make  learning  relevant  to  the  students'  experience. 

The  content  of  instruction  will  be  more  meaningful  when  it  also  is  related  to  the  students' 
background  and  experience.  New  knowledge  is  learned  and  retained  best  when  it  can  be  tied  to 
existing  knowledge  so  new  content  should  be  introduced  through  its  relationship  to  an  already 
understood  concept.  For  example,  a  discussion  of  food  cycles  can  begin  with  discussion  of  common 
foods  and  their  sources  within  students'  own  homes  and  communities. 

Learning  that  draws  linkages  between  home,  community  and  the  classroom  is  an  important  way  to 
make  content  meaningful  to  students.  In  this  way,  the  teacher  is  able  to  utilize  the  "funds  of 
knowledge"  (Moll  et  al.,  1990)  that  each  student  brings  to  the  classroom.  An  active  learning 
instructional  approach  ultimately  seeks  to  develop  in  students  a  view  of  themselves  as  learners  in 
all  aspects  of  their  lives,  not  only  in  the  classroom.  Students  should  see  opportunities  and  resources 
for  learning  outside  of  the  classroom  as  well.  Wherever  possible  the  resources  of  the  home  and 
community  should  be  used.  For  example,  when  a  class  is  learning  about  structure,  a  parent  who 
is  a  carpenter  can  be  called  upon  to  explain  how  the  use  of  different  materials,  taking  into  account 
function,  strength,  flexibility,  etc.). 

■  Use  thematic  integration  of  content  across  subject  areas 

Learning  is  also  made  more  meaningful  by  becoming  contextualized  witiiin  a  broader  topic. 
Mathematics,  social  studies,  and  science  can  all  become  interrelated  through  their  common  reference 
to  the  same  theme  or  topic  of  interest.  In  this  way  different  perspectives  on  the  topic  are  developed 
through  linkages  across  different  types  of  learning  activities. 

■  Build  in-depth  investigation  of  content 

Instruction  for  students  will  become  more  challenging  when  there  is  in-depth  examination  of  fewer 
topics  compared  to  more  limited  coverage  of  a  broad  range  of  topics.  A  larger  more  comprehensive 
exploration  of  content  or  a  specific  content  promotes  understanding  and  retention  of  what  has  been 
learned.  Also,  the  use  of  an  integrated,  thematic  curriculum  in  which  the  same  topic  is  addressed 
in  activities  across  different  subject  areas,  is  one  way  in  which  a  topic  area  can  be  more  fully 
explored. 

■  Design  activities  that  promote  higher  order  thinking  skills 

Classroom  tasks  should  challenge  students  by  requiring  them  to  develop  and  utilize  higher  order 
skills.  Higher  ord..r  thinking  activities  require,  students  to  use  what  they  know  to  generate  new 
information,  e.g.,  to  solve  problems,  to  integrate  information,  to  draw  comparisons  and  contrasts. 
Higher  order  skills  are  utilized,  for  example,  when  ELL  students,  and  other  students,  in  a  class  are 
asked  review  a  folktale  from  one  country  that  they  have  just  read,  to  identify  another  folktale  from 
their  own  backgroimd  which  they  think  makes  a  similar  point,  explaining  what  they  think  are  the 
similarities.  This  is  in  contrast  to  lower  order  thinking  skills  such  as  rote  repetition  of  responses,  or 
memorization  of  facts. 
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Provide  support  for  understanding 


Students  need  to  be  given  opportunities  to  take  responsibility  for  their  own  learrung,  to  seek  out 
information  and  formulate  answers,  as  in  an  active  learning  instructional  model.  However,  essential 
to  this  process  is  the  support  provided  by  the  teacher.  As  a  partner  in  students'  investigations  of 
new  content,  the  teacher  should: 

■         Guide  and  facilitate  students'  efforts 

The  teacher's  input  as  a  facilitator  and  guide  to  students  should  be  carried  out  in  a  variety  of  ways, 
such  as  the  following: 

□  Ask  open-ended  questions  that  invite  comparison  and  contrast,  prompt  students  to 
integrate  what  they  have  observed,  draw  conclusions  or  state  hypotheses; 

□  Assist  students  in  identifying  needed  resources,  including  setting  up  linkages  with 
resources  in  the  local  community,  e.g.,  local  experts  who  could  visit,  field  trips  to 
organizations,  etc.; 

□  Structure  leamin^^  activities  that  require  students  to  work  cooperatively  and  model 
the  different  group  member  roles; 

□  Encourage  students  to  discuss  concepts  they  are  learning,  to  share  their  thoughts  and 
to  express  further  questions  that  they  would  like  to  tackle; 

□  Establish  long-term  dialogues  with  students  about  the  work  they  are  doing,  either  in 
regular  teacher/student  conferences  or  dialogue  journals; 

□  Set  up  opportunities  for  students  in  the  class  to  demonstrate  or  exhibit  their  work  to 
other  classes  in  the  school,  as  a  meaiis  of  prompting  further  dialogue  outside  of  the 
classroom. 

■  Monitor  and  adapt  speech  to  ELL  students 

In  using  English  with  ELL  students,  the  teacher  should  also  listen  carefully  to  his  or  her  own 
language  use  and  try  to  adopt  ii?*to  meet  the  student's  level  of  understanding  of  English.  For 
example,  the  following  can  help  a  student  to  more  easily  understand  what  is  being  said: 

□  Restate  complex  sentences  as  a  sequence  of  simple  sentences; 

□  Avoid  or  explain  use  of  idiomatic  expressions; 

□  Restate  at  a  slower  rate  when  needed,  but  make  sure  that  the  pace  is  not  so  slow  that 
normal  intonation  and  stress  patterns  become  distorted; 
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□  Pause  more  often  to  allow  students  to  process  what  they  have  heard; 


□  Provide  specific  explanation  of  key  words,  special  or  technical  vocabulary/  using  examples 
and  nonlinguistic  props  whenever  possible.  Provide  this  explanation  in  everyday 
language. 

□  Provide  explanation  for  indirect  uses  of  language  (i.e.,  indirect  management  strategies, 
may  need  to  be  explained;  for  example,  "I  like  the  way  Mary  is  sitting"  may  be  understood 
as  a  simple  statement  by  an  ELL  student  rather  than  as  an  admorution  for  better  behavior). 

■  Provide  additional  support  for  understanding  of  English 

ELL  students  will  need  additional  support  to  assist  them  in  understanding  the  instruction  provided 
in  English.  This  support  will  be  helpful,  however,  to  all  students  in  the  class.  The  teacher  should 
provide  nonlinguistic  examples  that  help  to  explain  or  clarify  the  content  that  is  presented.  Some 
suggestions  are: 

□  Bring  in  objects,  photographs,  or  other  materials  as  examples; 

□  Use  visual  organizers  and  graphics  to  organize,  illustrate,  and  point  out  key  points; 

□  Use  demonstrations  or  role  play  to  illustrate  a  concept; 

□  Provide  notes,  perhaps  an  outline  of  the  lesson,  to  students  for  their  later  review  of 
what  was  presented; 

□  Allow  time  for  students  to  discuss  what  was  learned  and  to  generate  questions  in 
areas  that  require  clarification.  Have  other  students  try  to  answer  the  questions  that 
come  up  too. 

It  will  be  important  for  the  teacher  to  monitor  students'  work  closely  to  be  able  to  provide  assistance 
when  needed.  Do  not  rely  exclusively  on  oral  responses  or  spoken  language  when  assessing  how 
well  ELL  students  have  learned  specific  content.  Other  means  of  assessment  should  be  used,  for 
example,  written  work,  demonstration,  or  development  of  a  special  project. 

■  Work  with  peers 

Students  can  be  supported  also  through  working  with  peers.  Work  with  peers  should  mean  work 
with  a  variety  of  odier  students,  both  ELL  and  English  speakers,  in  different  types  of  activities.  For 
some  activities,  the  peers  should  be  English  proficient  peers  with  whom  the  student  works  in  a 
cooperative  group  effort,  ideally  with  much  hands-on  involvement.  This  opportunity  to  work  with 
proficient  English  speakers  can  be  motivating  to  the  ELL  student,  while  providing  meaningful,  goal- 
directed  opportunities  for  use  of  English.  ELL  students  will  also  benefit  from  one-on-one  work  with 
an  English  proficient  student,  especially  one  who  has  shown  an  interest  or  special  ability  to  work  in 
tandem  with  students  who  are  not  fully  proficient  in  English. 
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Also,  work  with  a  native  language  peer,  when  present,  can  be  of  help  to  the  student.  For  example, 
two  ELL  students  from  the  same  language  group  can  work  together  in  their  native  language  to 
complete  a  project,  and  then  plan  together  how  to  present  the  same  work  in  English  to  other 
students. 

Use  of  a  peer  "buddy"  who  is  from  the  same  native  language  group  but  who  has  greater  proficiency 
in  English  can  also  provide  assistance,  for  example,  in  offering  a  native  language  explanation  when 
the  student  can't  understand  the  English  instruction.  Or,  an  older  student  (perhaps  high  school  or 
college  student)  who  is  now  proficient  in  English  could  serve  as  a  tutor  at  regular  intervals. 

■  Use  of  native  language 

Use  of  the  native  language  is  helpful  to  the  ELL  student  in  learning  content  area  material.  If  the 
teacher  or  the  aide  in  the  classroom  speaks  the  native  language  of  the  ELL  student,  then  the  student's 
language  can  be  used  to  further  explain  or  expand  upon  what  is  being  presented.  If  students  are 
literate  in  their  native  language,  then  where  available,  it  is  helpful  to  provide  materials  written  in  the 
native  language  of  the  ELL  students  that  deal  with  topics  related  to  those  being  discussed  in  class. 
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★  ★  *  ★  * 


utilize  cultural  diversity 

ELL  students  bring  to  the  classroom  first  hand  knowledge  of  the  customs,  daily  lives,  thoughts  and 
feelings  of  those  in  other  countries.  Through  sharing  these  resources,  all  students  can  gain. 

■  Make  sharing  muhial 

When  students  from  other  cultures  offer  information  on  their  country's  customs,  other  English 
proficient  students  should  describe  American  customs  or,  perhaps,  research  and  report  on  customs 
of  countries  from  which  their  families  originated.  Also,  the  sharing  of  cultures  should  be  placed  in 
a  context,  related  to  other  themes.  In  this  way,  there  is  a  rationale  and  value  placed  on  the  sharing 
of  cultures  beyond  differences  alone  and  students  will  feel  more  as  contributors  and  less  as  being 
"put  on  the  spot".  A  teacher  should  be  aware,  however,  that  for  some  students  being  pointed  o".t 
as  an  individual  is  very  uncomfortable. 

■  Integrate  diversity  into  content 

Ideally,  sharing  should  evolve  out  of  and  enrich  instructional  content,  and  recognition  of  cultural 
diversity  should  be  an  ongoing  theme,  rather  than  a  one-week  "special"  theme.  Different  holidays 
and  festivals  should  be  noted,  not  necessarily  only  those  that  are  of  the  cultures  represented  in  the 
class,  A  unit  on  folktales  in  language  arts  class  can  draw  on  many  different  sources,  and  by  doing 
■  so  encourage  students  to  talk  about,  act  out,  or  illustrate  those  with  which  they  are  most  familiar. 
A  social  studies  unit  on  patterns  of  politeness  can  include  discussion  of  differences  between  situations 
within  a  culture  (e.g.,  what  is  OK  to  say  in  talking  with  a  fellow  student  versus  talking  with  a 
principal  or  teacher)  and  differences  between  cultures.  Looking  at  and  talking  about  these  kinds  of 
patterns  can  help  all  in  the  class  understand  more  about  behaviors  they  might  observe  in  others,  as 
well  3S  develop  greater  awareness  about  their  own  cultures.  No  teacher  can  become  an  encyclopedia 
of  practices,  expectations,  beliefs  of  multiple  cultures.  However,  the  teacher  should  develop  an 
attitude  of  interest  and  learning  about  cultural  differences. 
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■  You  can't  do  this  alone 

The  attempt  to  restructure  activities  in  your  classroom  and  to  deal  with  new  forms  of 
diversity  is  a  challenging  one.  It  is  not  one  that  a  teacher  needs  to  face  alone.  In  fact,  much 
recent  research  has  been  .^ocused  on  the  value  of  teachers  sharing  their  experiences  and 
combining  their  professional  expertise.  Teachers  can  offer  important  support  to  each  other 
by  serving  as  sounding  boards  for  successes  and  failures,  as  additional  sources  of 
suggestions  for  resolving  problem  situations,  and  as  resources  to  each  other  in  sharing  ideas, 
materials,  and  successful  practices.  Also,  the  more  teachers  who  work  with  the  same 
students  share  information,  the  more  consistent  and  effective  their  students'  overall 
instructional  experience  will  be. 

Teachers  should  take  steps  to: 

□  Collaborate  and  confer  with  the  ESL/Bilingual  specialist  in  the  school; 

□  Collaborate  with  other  content  area  teachers  who  work  with  the  same  ELL 
students  to  share  resources  and  ideas  and  to  share  infonnation  on  the 
students'  work  in  class; 

□  Share  ideas  and  experiences  with  teachers  who  are  interested  in  trying  out 
more  active  instructional  activities  with  their  students,  whether  ELL  or  English 
proficient; 

□  Involve  the  principal.  Let  the  principal  know  what  you  are  doing,  explain 
how  you  are  implementing  an  active  instructional  model  in  your  class,  and 
explain  the  benefits  for  all  students.  Ask  for  support;  some  of  this  support 
should  come  in  tangible  ways,  such  as  assistance  in  scheduling  joint  planning 
periods  for  collaborating  teachers. 

■  Build  linkages  with  the  home  and  the  community 

Reach  beyond  the  classroom  to  incorporate  experiences  that  draw  from  students'  homes  and 
communities.  Through  linkages  between  their  home,  community  and  the  classroom, 
students  will  come  to  see  learning  as  integral  to  all  parts  of  their  lives.  Bringing  in 
community  and  parents  also  builds  self-esteem  for  the  students,  and  the  support  identified 
through  these  linkages  can  provide  additional  access  to  commimity  resources.  Through 
these  the  different  skills  and  knowledge  of  commvmity  members  can  be  identified  and  later 
utilized  in  the  classroom. 

Inform  parents  and  community  about  what  is  happenii^g  in  the  classroom  and  in  the  school 
and  invite  them  to  visit  to  become  aware  of  what  students  are  doing. 
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■  Build  linkages  with  other  classrooms  and  support  within  the  school  overall 

What  happens  in  one  classroom  is  often  not  enough.  The  same  active  learning  model  and 
the  levels  of  expectation  and  involvement  of  the  ELL  student  should  pervade  all  classes.  For 
this  reason,  ideally,  change  toward  an  active  learning  instructional  model  should  occur 
within  a  school  raUier  than  within  a  single  classroom.  Gaining  a  principal's  support  for  an 
active  instructional  model  is  key  to  this.  Even  if  it  is  only  one  teacher  or  two  teachers 
working  together  to  bring  change  into  their  classrooms,  the  principal's  support  and 
recognition  of  this  effort  will  be  important. 

■  You  can't  do  it  all  at  once 

If  you  are  interested  in  moving  toward  an  active  learning  instructional  model,  starting  small 
is  okay.  Begin  by  becoming  more  familiar  with  your  students.  Perhaps  set  up  a  regular 
time  with  each  for  discussion.  Learn  about  models  for  cooperative  group  work  and  plan 
to  try  cooperative  work  for  one  specific  type  of  activity  on  a  regular  basis. 
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Resources  for  further  information  and  publications: 

National  Center  for  Research  on  Cultural  Diversity  and  Second  Language  Learning 
University  of  California,  Santa  Cruz,  CA 
Center  for  Applied  Linguistics,  Washington,  DC 
Phone:  408/459-3500(CA)  or  202/429-9292(DC) 
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Phone:  1-800/321-6223  or  202/467-0867 


Also,  for  assistance  with  specific  questions  and  for  further  information  about  working  with  LEP 
students,  contact  your  regional  Multifunctional  Resource  Center  (see  list  on  back). 
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Multifunctional  Resource  Centers 


Service  Area  1:  ME,  NH,  VT,  MA,  CT,  RI 
Brown  University 
Telephone:  (401)  274-9548 

Service  Area  2:  NY 
Hunter  College 
Telephone:  (212)  772-4764 

Service  Area  3:  PA,  OH,  VW,  VA,  KY,  NJ,  DE,  MD,  IX 
COMSIS  Corporation 
Telephone:  (301)  588-0800 

Service  Area  4:  AL,  AR,  GA,  LA,  MS,  NC,  OK,  SC,  TE 
University  of  Oklahoma 
Telephone:  (405)  325-1731 

Service  Area  5:  FL,  PR,  VI 
Florida  Atlantic  University 
Telephone:  (305)  351-4110 

Service  Area  6:  lA,  MI,  MN,  ND,  SD,  WI 
Wisconsin  Center  for  Education  Research 
Telephone:  (608)  263-4216 

Service  Area  7:  IL,  IN,  KA,  MO,  NE 
InterAmerica  Research  Associates 
Telephone:  (708)  296-6070 

Service  Area  8:  Northern  Texas 

South  West  Educational  Development  Laboratory 

Telephone:  (512)  476-0861 


Service  Area  9:  Southern  Texas 
Intercultural  Development  Research  (IDRA) 
Telephone:  (512)  684-8180 

Service  Area  10:  AZ,  CO,  NV,  NM,  UT 
Arizona  State  University 
Telephone:  (602)  965-5688 

Service  Area  11:  ID,  MT,  OR,  WA.  WY 
Interface  Network,  Inc. 
Telephone:  (503)  644-5741 

Service  Area  12:  Northern  California 
ARC  Associates,  Inc. 
Telephone:  (415)  834-9455 

Service  Area  13:  Los  Angeles  Service  Area 
San  Diego  State  University 
Telephone:  (619)  594-5193 

Service  Area  14:  Southern  California 
California  State  Polytechnic  University 
Telephone:  (714)  869-2261 

Service  Area  15:  American  Samoa,  CNMI,  Guam,  Hi,  Palau 
ARC  Associates,  Inc. 
Telephone:  (808)  536-4494 

Service  Area  16:  AK 

Interface  Network,  Inc. 
Telephone:  (907)  563-7787 
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IL  Summary: 


Panel  Meeting  on  the  Nature  and 
Structure  of  a  Manual  for  Teachers 


Task  Order  D040 


A  Written  Focus  Group  Approach  ^o 
Active-Learning  Inservice  Training  Models  for  LEP  Students 


Summary: 

Panel  Meeting  on  the  Nature  and  Structure  of  a  Manual  for  Teachers 

On  October  26,  1993  a  panel  of  three  members  was  convened  together  with  the  writer 
initially  selected  for  the  manual,  plus  Special  Issues  Analysis  Center  staff.  The  focus  of  the 
three-hour  discussion  was  on  the  development  of  a  relevant  and  appealing  instrument  for 
dissenunation  that  would  be  directed  toward  teachers  of  LEP  students.  The  basis  for  the 
content  of  the  manual  was  the  Task  Order  D020  Focus  Group  Report  on  Active  Learrung 
Instructional  Models  for  LEP  Students  as  well  as  other  resources  identified  by  OBEMLA. 
The  additional  resources  were  focused  on  active  learning  instructional  ,  approaches  and 
definition  of  authentic  instruction. 

The  panel  participants  were: 

Laurie  Baker,  Principal 
Tuckahoe  Elementary  School 
Arlington,  VA 

Robert  J.  McNeely 
Teacher 

John  Eaton  Elementary  School 
D.C.  Public  Schools 

Leslie  Greenblatt 

Instructional  Specialist 

Prince  Georges  Coimty  Public  Schools 

Dr.  Lyrm  Malarz 
Curriculum  Specialist/Writer 

Association  for  Supervision  and  Curriculum  Development 
Alexandria,  VA 


L  Summary  of  the  Panel  Discussion 


The  following  sections  summarize  outcomes  of  the  panel  discussion  regarding  the  manual: 
Nature  of  the  manual 

It  was  recommended  that  the  manual  should  be  visually  appealing  to  teachers;  it  should 
attract  their  attention  and  entice  them  to  pick  it  up  and  look  through  it.  It  should  have 
some  specific  suggestions  inside,  and  and  should  be  informative,  so  that  teachers  can  see  it 
as  a  tool  that  they  can  use. 

Target  Audience 

The  initial  focus  of  K-12  teachers,  both  specialist  and  mainstream  teachers,  was  considered 
to  be  too  broad.  They  agreed  that  the  target  audience  should  be  mainstream  teachers  who 
have  LEP  students  in  their  classes.  The  panel  recommended  keeping  the  manual  focused 
on  elementary  and  middle  school  levels.  The  panel  members  cautioned  against  trying  to 
include  secondary  teachers  as  part  of  the  focus,  as  this  would  be  expected  to  dilute  the 
message  of  the  manual.  Secondary  teachers  were  expected  to  need  different  types  of 
suggestions  and  were  expected  be  interested  by  a  very  different  types  of  manual.  It  was 
suggested  that  a  manual  for  secondary  teachers  be  a  followup  to  the  ciirrent  manucd. 

Content  of  the  Manual 

The  panel  members  had  been  provided  with  the  focus  group  report  and  with  reading  on 
active  instructional  models  and  authentic  learning.  Based  on  these  resources  and  drawing 
from  their  own  experience,  the  panel  recommended  the  following  as  points  to  be  included 
in  the  manual: 

■  State  that  LEP  students  need  to  develop  higher-order  thinking  skills,  and  to  be 
presented  with  challenging  material; 

■  Emphasize  the  importance  of  providing  opportimities  to  use  language  in  the 
classroom; 

■  Discuss  the  use  of  cooperative  learning  groups  as  an  important  tool  for  involving 
LEP  students; 

■  Emphjiize  active  learning  and  the  importance  of  including  LEP  students  within 
partidpatofy  models  for  instruction; 

■  Provide  basic  information  about  language  acquisition  to  counter  "myths  and 
misconceptions"  about  language  acquisition  by  children; 

H  Discuss  the  importance  of  including  culturally  relevant  material /information  in 
instructional  activities; 

■  Provide  information  about  the  ways  in  which  cultural  differences  can  affect  the 
interaction  between  student  and  teacher  and  can  affect  the  student's  participation  in 
the  classroom; 

B  Discuss  the  need  for  LEP  students  to  understand  the  basic  procedures  and  rules  for 
the  classroom,  the  need  to  make  classroom  life  predictable; 
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m       Offer  specific  strategies  for  providing  additional  clarification  and  explanation  to 
students  tiurough  e.g.,  use  of  visuals,  demonstrations,  hands-on  activities,  etc. 

■  Mention  the  importance  of  gaining  school-wide  support  for  an  active  instructional 
approach; 

•        Indicate  the  need  to  familiarize  the  principal  with  an  active  learning  mstructional 

model  to  get  his/her  support; 
«        Point  out  the  importance  of  and  need  for  teacher  collaboration;  and, 

■  Emphasize  the  importance  of  involving  parents  and  community. 

Effective  presentation 

There  was  concern  that  the  manual  be  one  that  is  physically  attractive  to  teachers,  and  that 
leads  them  to  pick  it  up  and  leaf  through  it.  With  this  in  mind,  the  panel  emphasized  the 
need  to  have  a  format  and  layout  that  was  attractive.  They  felt  very  strongly  that 
photographs  rather  than  illustrations  should  be  used,  since  photographs  are  much  more 
powerful  as  messengers  and  also  because  they  are  more  effective  in  leading  a  teacher/ reader 
to  pick  up  a  manual.  It  was  also  suggested  that  there  be  at  least  a  one-color  graphics 
organizer  or  simple  feature  that  would  help.  The  panel's  specific  format  suggestior\s  are 
listed  below  in  the  next  section. 

IL  Panel  Recommendations  for  the  Format  of  the  Teacher's  Manual 

A.  Title 

The  manual  should  be  titled  so  that  it  catches  the  teachers'  attention.  In  addition,  the 
title  should  make  reference  fo  the  fact  that  the  manual  is  aimed  at  elementary  and 
middle  school  teachers. 

B.  Size 

The  manual  should  be  formatted  as  about  16  pages  in  length,  as  a  booklet,  8-1/2"  by 
11"  in  size-  The  booklet  should  be  punched  with  3  holes  so  that  it  can  fit  into  a  3- 
ring  binder. 

C.  Photot 

The  manual  should  include  many  photos  of  classrooms  with  children  of  various 
ethiuc  and  racial  backgrotmds.  The  cover  shotdd  be  a  large  photograph,  in  order  to 
draw  the  teacher  in.  Photographs  should  be  used  throughout;  illustrations  are  not 
nearly  as  effective  or  powerful  as  photographs. 
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Layout 


Eac±i  page  should  have  at  least  one  photo  on  it,  framed  in  a  color  box,  with  perhaps 
a  brief  description  of  the  photo  included  in  another  colored  box.  In  addition,  a 
colored  bar  should  separate  the  text  from  helpful  hints,  definitions  or  references  on 
the  side  of  the  page.  The  photos  coudl  overlap  with  the  colored  bar,  however.  The 
text  should  not  appear  in  columns. 

One  effective  option  would  be  to  have  each  page  begin  with  a  heading,  perhaps  in 
the  form  of  a  question,  with  the  text  being  the  answer  to  that  question.  The  entire 
structure  should  be  consistent  for  easy  reading. 

E  Color 

The  manual  should  be  printed  with  at  least  one  color,  in  addition  to  black  and  white. 


F.  Dissemination 

The  manual  should  be  xeroxable,  for  easier  dissemination.  SIAC  should  collaborate 
with  such  organizations  as  NCBE,  ASCD,  NABE,  and  TESOL  on  the  dissemination 
process.  These  organizatior\s  should  advertise  the  manual  in  their  newsletters.  In 
addition,  copies  of  the  manual  shotild  be  given  to  these  organizations  for  distribution. 
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This  report  was  prepared  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  Office  of 
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CHARACTERISTICS  OF  SECONDARY  SCHOOL  AGE  LANGUAGE  MINORITY 
AND  LIMITED  ENGLISH  PROnCIENT  YOUTH 


Task  Order  Introduction 

This  task  order  involves  aggregating  and  summarizing  demographic  characteristics  and, 
where  sample  size  allows,  analyzing  key  research  issues  associated  with  *^^ghth  and  tenth  grade 
students  and  dropouts  identifiable  as  language  minority  (LM)  and  limited  English-proficient 
(LEP)  in  the  National  Educational  Longitudinal  Study  of  1988  (NELS:88).  This  work  was 
carried  out  as  part  of  the  Special  Issues  Analysis  Center  under  contract  to  the  Office  of  Bilingual 
Education  and  Minority  Languages  Affairs  (OBEMLA),  U.S.  Department  of  Education. 

Analysis  carried  out  for  this  task  order  encompasses  all  sample  students  and  dropouts  with 
data  in  either  the  base  year  (BY)  or  first  follow-up  (FUl)  surveys.  It  does  not  include  any 
students  who  were  excluded  from  the  base  year  data  collection  and  subsequendy  re -sampled  for 
the  first  follow-up  because  those  data  are  not  yet  available  from  the  NELS:88  contractor  and  the 
National  Center  for  Education  Statistics  (NCES),  the  sponsoring  agency.  In  addition  to  data 
obtained  directiy  from  the  students  and  dropouts,  the  task  order  also  analyzes  data  from  the 
young  people*  s  parents  and  teachers. 

This  task  order  is  seen  as  the  first  of  a  series  of  NELS:88  analyses  focused  on  secondary- 
age  LM/LEP  youth.  This  task  order*  s  primary  purpose  is  to  develop  operational  definitions  of 
language  minority  statiis  and  limited  EngUsh  proficiency  status  and  def^^ribe  the  characteristics 
of  young  people  who  do  or  do  not  qualify  under  the  definitions.  Improving  our  definitions  and 
understanding  of  the  characteristics  of  LM/LEP  youth  should  provide  for  clearer  and  more 
interpretable  findings  in  subsequent  analyses  of  NELS:88  data  and  ultimately  should  lead  to  more 
useful  implications  for  educators,  researchers,  and  policy  makers.  More  specifically,  this  task 
order  designed  to  address  significant  analytical  and  policy  questions: 

■  What  variables  in  the  BY  and  FUl  collections,  contained  in  the  teacher,  school,  parent, 
or  school  questioimaires  (including  dropout,  test  achievement,  and  student  transcript  files), 
contribute  to  identifying  ail  cases  of  LM  and  LEP  students? 

■  What  is  the  extent  of  missing  variable  data  for  LM  and  LEP  students  (i.e.,  what  is  the 
quality  of  LM/LEP  data)?  How  does  this  compare  with  the  quality  of  data  for  the  general 
student  sample? 

■  What  discrepancies,  if  any,  exist  between  self-identification  by  LM/LEP  students 
compared  to  other  sources  in  the  BY  and  FUl  files? 

■  What  information  is  available  on  LM/LEP  drop-outs?  How  were  drop-backs"  picked  up 
by  NELS?  How  do  the  figiures  on  LM/LEP  drop-outs  compare  with  the  general  figures? 
How  do  the  features  of  "at-risk"  students  compare  with  the  features  of  LEP  students? 


What  information  is  available  on  the  extent  and  years  of  formal  education  of  recent 
arrivals?  How  many,  and  what  achievement  levels,  are  exhibited  by  LM/LEP  recent 
arrivals  coni^arcd  to  other  LM/LEP  and  mainstream  students?  What  are  other 
distinguishing  characteristics  of  LM/LEP  recent  arrivals? 

What  is  the  nature  and  scope  of  academic  course  loads  of  LM/LEP  eighth  and  tenth  grade 
students?  Particularly,  what  is  the  breakdown  of  LM/LEP  student  enrollment  in  remedial, 
basic,  and  advanced  science,  math,  and  language  arts  courses? 

What  is  the  number  of  transcripted,  "excluded"  BY  LM/LEP  students?  What  types  of 
information  are  in  the  transcripts?  By  what  procedures  and/or  equipment  is  this 
information  available  for  further  analysis?  (It  should  be  noted  that  these  transcript  data 
have  not  yet  been  made  available  from  NCES.) 

What  is  the  extent  and  impact  of  LM/LEP  participation  in  school-based  compensatory 
services? 


This  report  details  responses  to  the  first  three  study  questions  and  lays  the  foundation  for 
addressing  the  others  in  subsequent  wo±.  Chs^ter  I  is  focused  on  issues  related  to  defining 
LM/LEP  youth.  Within  Chapter  I,  the  first  section  discusses  alternative  LM  definitions  and  the 
second  section  presents  several  alternative  LEP  definitions.  Appendix  A  presents  a  more  detailed 
discussion  of  the  analyses  supporting  the  definitions  that  were  decided  upon  for  this  study. 
Chapter  n  describes  the  characteristics  of  LM/LEP  youth.  The  chapter's  first  section's  focus  is 
on  the  demographic  characteristics  of  young  people  who  meet  our  definitional  requirements  in 
comparison  to  those  who  do  not.  The  second  section  of  Ch^ter  n  describes  academic 
achievement  of  LM^P  secondary  students.  The  balance  of  this  introduction  provides 
information  about  the  objectives,  samples,  and  data  collection  activities  of  NELS:88. 


Ai>outNETS:88 

The  National  Longitudinal  Study  of  1988  is  being  implemented  to  follow  young  people 
who  were  in  the  eighth  grade  during  the  1987-88  school  year  through  their  teenage  years  and  into 
young  adulthood.  Base  year  data  collection  (during  1987-88)  involved  in-school  students  and 
their  parents,  administrators  of  the  schools  in  which  they  were  enrolled,  and  two  of  their  eighth 
grade  teachers.  The  first  follow-up,  which  took  place  during  1989-90  (when  most  of  the  original 
sample  were  in  the  tenth  grade),  involved  students,  teachers,  and  schools. 

More  specifically,  the  base  year  (BY)  student  sample  encompassed  in-school  youth  only 
and  included  26,432  students,  from  whom  24,599  usable  questionnaires  and  23,701  completed 
eighth  grade  tests  were  received.  Teacher  ratings  were  collected  from  at  least  one  of  the  two 
teachers  sampled  for  each  student  for  23,188  of  the  eighth  graders,  and  parent  questionnaires 
were  completed  for  22,651  of  them. 
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The  NELS  first  foUowup  (FUl)  youth  sample  included  three  components:  a  longitudinal 
cohort  of  eighth-grade  students  who  were  sampled  at  base  year,  a  freshening  sample  of  students 
who  were  tenth  graders  in  1990  but  who  not  eighth  graders  during  the  base-year,  and  a  san^le 
of  students  who  were  deemed  as  ineligible  for  the  base-year  survey.  Only  the  first  two  sampling 
components  are  included  in  this  analysis  because  data  from  the  ineligible  sample  is  not  yet 
available.  The  BY  sample  consisted  of  24,599  students,  of  whom  18,394  were  retained  in  the 
FUl  sample  and  6,205  were  excluded.  The  FUl  sample  included  the  respondents  from  the  BY 
and  2,313  new  students  added  because  of  the  sample  freshening  process  and  the  inclusion  of  BY 
non-respondents,  making  up  a  total  of  20,706  students.  Among  those  students  sampled  for  FUl, 
only  19,264  students  actually  participated.  The  participants  consisted  of  17,424  students  from 
the  BY  sample  (the  longitudinal  cohort),  and  1,840  new  students.  There  are  two  forms  of 
questionnaires  for  the  FUl  youth  in  the  longitudinal  sample:  the  FUl  student  questionnaire  and 
die  dropout  questionnaire  for  students  who  had  been  out  of  school  for  four  or  more  consecutive 
weeks  at  the  time  of  the  survey.  New  students  in  the  survey  were  also  given  the  FUl  new 
student  supplement  which  collects  information  similar  to  the  BY  student  questionnaire. 

A  third  foUow-up  survey  during  1993-94  collects  data  only  from  students  and  out-of- 
school  youth,  not  from  parents  or  school  personnel.  Each  of  the  first  three  survey  waves  (i.e., 
base  year  and  the  initial  two  follow-up  surveys)  includes  nationally  representative  longitudinal 
samples  as  well  as  representative  cross-sectional  samples  of  eighth,  tenth,  and  twelfth  grade 
students,  respectively.  Table  1  provides  a  summary  of  the  NELS:88  data  collection  activities  and 
samples. 

In  addition  to'  the  basic  n^^iional  samples,  NELS:88  includes  several  augmentations  to 
provide  more  detailed  information  about  "rare"  subgroups  than  can  normally  be  developed  from 
survey  data  simply  because  the  resulting  sample  sizes  for  those  subgroups  arc  almost  always  too 
small.  In  particular,  OBEMLA  provided  funds  to  NCES  for  a  supplementary  sample  of 
approximately  2,200  eighth  graders  who  were  potentially  LM/LEP,  which  involved  oversampling 
students  in  the  sampled  schools  who  had  Asian/Pacific  Islander  or  Hispanic  surnames. 

Even  though  NELS:88  attempted  through  its  sample  augnaentation  to  include  relatively 
large  numbers  of  students  who  were  probably  LM/LEP,  the  reality  was  that  many  of  those  eighth 
graders  most  likely  to  be  the  least  proficient  in  English  did  not  participate.  Principals  in  the 
sampled  schools  were  permitted  some  discretion  in  excluding  students  who  could  not  complete 
the  questionnaire  or  achieve^K^nt  tests  because  of  disabilities  or  low  levels  of  English  proficiency. 
As  a  result,  from  about  one-third  to  one-half  of  the  expected  LM/LEP  students  were  designated 
as  ineligible  for  base  year  data  collection  and  were  excluded  from  the  sample.  Although  this 
means  that  some  of  the  potential  value  of  the  data  base  is  lost,  it  is  still  the  case  that  without  the 
augmentation,  the  data  base  would  have  virtually  no  utility  for  studying  LM/LEP  students.  The 
biggest  problem  caused  by  the  exclusion  is  probably  not  the  loss  of  sample  size,  moreover,  but 
the  absence  of  the  characteristics  of  those  who  were  excluded.  We  believe  that  it  is  reasonable 
to  assume  that  principals  generally  excluded  those  students  who  were  the  least  proficient  among 
those  with  low  English  proficiency;  thus,  the  exclusions  do  not  strike  randomly,  but  instead  cut 
disproportionally  into  one  of  the  subgroups  of  special  interest.  Efforts  are  being  made  by  NCES 
and  its  contractor  in  subsequent  data  collections  to  obtain  some  information  about  a  sample  of 
these  excluded  students  (in  the  forms  of  a  "base  year  ineligibles"  survey  subsample  and  siudent 

ErJc  ^^hii^Uristks  of  Secomkin  School  Age  UM  3 


transcripts),  and  those  data  will  be  available  upon  the  release  of  second  follow-up  data  files.  In 
addition  to  augmenting  the  sample  to  obtain  sufficient  LM/LEP  young  people  for  analysis,  NCES 
also  included  groups  of  questions  in  all  questionnaires  about  the  students*  English  language 
background  and  proficiency  and  related  school  programming.  These  items,  for  the  base  year  and 
first  follow-up  data  collections,  are  included  in  Appendix  B  along  with  figures  ti^at  illustrate  the 
flow  of  English  language  background  and  proficiency  items  in  the  base  year  student,  first  follow- 
up  student,  and  dropout  surveys. 


Table  1 

NELS:88  Data  Collection  and  Samples' 


RespoDdent 
Groups 

(1987-88) 

First 
rouow-up 
(1989-90) 

Second 

r  uuu  w-  up 

(1991-92) 

Third 
(1993-.94)- 

In-School  Youth 

Studexu  Q'aiic  (24^) 
Eighth  Grade  Tests: 
KeacDOg,  rvuxu,  cHnajw* 
Hi$toryA3ovemmem 
(23.701) 

StudcmQ'aire(18»221) 
Tenth  Grade  Tests: 

History/Govemxneot/ 
Geography  (17.352) 
New  StudeiU  Supplement 
(1,060) 

Student  Q'aite  (NA) 
Twelfth  Grade  Tests: 

cvvvhUUKf  I'MHUf  ^^^ava^^%^ 

History^Govenuneix/ 
Geography  (NA) 
New  Student  S'ment  (NA) 
HS  Ttamcripo  (NA) 

HS  Graduate  Q'aire 
(NA) 

Out-of-SdiooJ  Youth 
(Dropouts) 

NA 

Dropout  Q'aire  (1.043) 
Tenth  Grade  Tests: 
Reading.  Math,  Scieace, 
HistocyAjovemment/ 
Geography  (522) 

Dropout  Q'aire  (NA) 
Twelfth  Grade  Tests: 
Readings  Math.  Scieace. 
History/Govemtnent/ 
Geography  (NA) 
HS  TraDicnpts  (NA) 

Dropout  Q'aire  (NA) 

Base  Year  Ineligibles 
(ExchJdnl  Stukots) 

NA 

Student  or  Dropout 
Questioonaiit  (NA) 

Student  or  Dcopoot 
(^uestioooaue  (SA) 
HS  Traoichpts  (NA) 

NA 

Parents 

Patent  Q'aiic  (22,651) 

NA 

Parent  Q'airc  (NA) 

NA 

Students  with  Teacher 
Ratti^(23.ia3) 
TtKfaer  Sample  (5.193) 

Students  with  Teacher 
Ratings  (NA) 
Teacher  Sample  (NA) 

Students  with  Teacher 
RaCtflgt  (NA) 
Teacher  Sample  (NA) 

NA 

School  AdminisMKXt 

Sdfeool  Adniiaistniar 
QiiestiQnnaire  (1.035) 

School  Administrator 
(^uestioonaut  (1.291) 
School  Effects 
Augmentation  (NA) 

Course  Ofiferings  Mid 
£zvotlmeat(NA) 
School  Effects 
AufmeatadoQ  (NA) 

NA 

*  A  fourth  foUow-up  U  teattdvely  plani»d  for  1995-96.  but  no  information  is  provided  in  the  documeo^atioiL 
Plans  for  i993-94  data  coUectioo  are  not  detailed  in  available  documentanoD. 
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CHAPTER  I 

DEFINING  LANGUAGE  MINORITY/LIMITED  ENGLISH  PROHCIENT  YOUTH 


Introduction 

Definitions  are  important  because  of  the  effects  they  can  have.  Seemingly  insignificant 
changes  in  who  is  excluded  from  or  included  within  a  group  can  have  substantial  effects  on 
where,  when,  how  much,  or  even  whether  special  services  are  provided  to  the  group's  members. 
For  example,  at  the  local  level,  whether  particular  students  are  defined  within  or  outside  a 
specific  categorical  group  (such  as  LEP  students)  can  directly  affect  the  special,  categorical 
services  for  which  they  are  eligible.  This  has  obvious  implications  for  the  students  themselves, 
and  it  also  has  implications  for  local  school  and  district  administrators,  school  board  raemberSt 
county  commissioners,  state  legislators,  teacher  college  administrators,  advocacy  group  members, 
text  book  publishers,  and  many  others  whose  responsibilities  require  them  to  adapt  to  changes 
in  the  compositions  of  our  nation's  student  body. 

To  illustrate,  if  a  very  inclusive  definition  of  limited  English  proficiency  is  used  (i.e.,  such 
that  large  numbers  of  young  people  qualify  as  LEP— e.g.,  any  student  reporting  that  a  language 
other  than  English  is  sometimes  used  at  hopie)»  the  large  size  of  the  group  itself  legitimates  group 
demands  for  extensive  services,  which  may  lead  to  wide-scale  implementation  of  categorical 
programs,  new  hiring  of  specialized  teachers,  and  other  adaptations*  Conversely,  the  sheer 
inclusivity  of  the  definition  may  lead  observers  to  arrive  at  very  different  perspectives  on  the 
"real"  needs  of  the  group  for  services:  if  one  looks  at  the  students  pulled  in  at  the  margin  where 
students  are  added  by  increasingly  broad  definitions,  then  the  needs  probably  do  not  appear  to 
be  nearly  as  great  as  would  be  the  case  if  one  looked  at  the  average  member  of  the  group  or  at 
its  other  extreme. 

Responsible  researchers  using  a  variety  of  methods  and  approaches  have  provided  widely 
diverse  estimates  of  the  numbers  of  LM/LEP  students.  For  example:  the  OBEMLA-sponsored 
Special  Issues  Analysis  Center*  s  review  of  recent  federally  funded  LEP-related  studies  reported 
estimates  of  the  numbers  of  K-12  LEP  students  ranging  from  about  1.4  million  to  2.6  million, 
with  definitional  differences  a  major  source  of  the  size  estimate  differences/  State  education 
agency  annual  reports  suggest  that  at  least  2.4  million  arc  defined  as  LEP  within  their  states,  with 
each  state  developing  its  estimates  based  on  its  own  definitions  and  data  collection  roethods.^ 

Another  cautionary  point  is  also  relevant:  simply  seeming  to  be  extreme  does  not  make 
an  estimate  wrong,  neither  does  appearing  moderate  make  the  estimate  necessarily  right.  Extreme 


^  Zchlcr,  A.»  DiCerbo»  P.,  Greniuk,  C»  Lathrop»  L.,  Schwartz^  A.»  Hopstock,  P.»  Strang,  W.,  and  Hcid,  C.  (1993). 
Literature  review  of  federaUy  fuoded  studies  related  to  LEP  students.  Washington,  DC:  OBEMLA^  Special  Issues 
Analysis  Center;  Arlington,  VA:  Development  Associates,  Inc. 

^  Heoderson,  A.,  Abbott*  C,  Strang,  W.  (1993).  Summary  of  the  bilingual  education  state  educational  agency 
program  survey  of  states*  limited  English  proficient  persons  and  available  educational  services- 199 1-92. 
Washington,  DC:  OBEMLA,  Special  Issues  Analysis  Center,  Arlington,  VA:  Development  Associates,  Inc. 
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and  moderate  definitions  and  the  estimates  they  generate  are  functions  of  decisions  that  are  made 
in  the  course  of  research,  and  reasonable  people  can  differ  when  they  make  those  decisions.  We 
have  tended  to  decide  within  this  research  study  on  the  side  of  exclusivity,  i.e.,  we  have  generally 
chosen  options  which  restrict  the  numbers  of  young  people  who  are  to  be  labeled  LM/LEP.  The 
main  reason  for  this  is  related  to  the  database;  we  are  concerned  about  the  large  proportion  of 
young  people  who  were  excluded  from  taking  the  tests  and  completing  the  questionnaire  during 
the  base  year,  and  we  believe  that  many  of  those  who  were  excluded  would  have  been 
unambiguously  LM/LEP.^  Because  data  on  a  representative  sample  of  these  excluded  students 
will  be  available  with  the  release  of  second  foUow-up  data,  we  do  not  feel  a  need  to  stretch  our 
definitions  far  into  the  ambiguous  zone  simply  to  obtain  enough  cases  for  analysis.  At  the  same 
time,  we  want  to  be  inclusive  enough  so  that  the  results  will  ako  provide  educators  with  practical 
insights  about  the  experiences  and  characteristics  of  marginally  LEP  students. 

The  federal  government  provides  ed^cators  and  researchers  only  limited  guidance  in 
defining  LM/LEP  individuals.  That  guidance  is  found  in  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  (P.L.  100- 
297)  and  describes  LM/LEP  status  as  follows: 

(A)  individuals  who  were  not  bom  in  the  United  States  or  whose  native  langu^e  is 
a  language  other  than  English; 

(B)  individuals  who  come  from  environments  where  a  language  other  than  English  is 
dominant;  and 

(C)  individuals  who  are  American  Indian  and  Alaskan  Natives  and  who  come  from 
environments  where  a  language  other  than  English  has  had  a  significant  impact 
on  their  level  of  English  language  proficiency;  and  who  by  reason  thereof,  have 
sufficient  difficulty  speaking,  reading,  writing,  or  understanding  the  English 
language  to  deny  such  individuals  the  opportunity  to  leam  successfully  in 
classrooms  where  the  language  of  instruction  is  English  or  to  participate  fully  in 
our  society. 


According  to  this  description,  LM/LEP  candidates  must  meet  two  basic  tests.  First,  they 
must  either  have  a  non-English  native  language  (whether  bom  in  or  outside  the  U.S.)  or  come 
from  environments  where  a  non-English  language  is  dominant;  second,  their  actual  level  of 
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^  The  authors  of  the  User's  Manual  for  the  NELS:88  First  Follow-up  (Ingels,  S.,  Scott,  L.,  Lindmark,  J., 
Frankcl,  M.,  and  Myers,  S.  1992.  Washington,  DC:  US  Department  of  Education,  Office  of  Educational  Research 
and  Improvement,  NCES  92-030)  reported  that  approximately  1.9  percent  (roughly  490  students)  of  the  base  year 
sample  had  been  excluded  for  language-related  reasons,  which  is  from  ooe-third  to  one-half  of  the  LEP  students 
identified  (depending  on  the  definition  used)  in  the  current  research.  Incidentally,  the  NELS:88  contractor  should 
not  be  singled  out  for  not  obtaining  data  directly  from  this  set  of  "probable  LEP**  students;  it  is  a  common  problem. 
For  example,  the  National  Assessment  of  Educational  Progress  (NAEP)  reports  that  from  two-to-threc  percent  of  its 
sample  is  excluded  at  the  school  level  for  language-related  reasons  (e.g.,  a  little  less  than  3  percent  (i.e.,  732)  of  age 
13/grade  8  students  sampled  in  1990  for  NAEP  were  explicidy  excluded  as  LEP,  according  to  the  codebook  for  that 
assessment). 
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English  proficiency  must  have  deleterious  effects  in  the  classroonni  or  within  society  at  large.  The 
first  test  involves  determining  whether  the  potential  candidates  are  language  minority,  and  the 
second  test  looks  at  their  limited  English  proficiency  status.  In  parallel  fashion^  the  balance  of 
Chapter  I  of  this  report  first  presents  information  about  alternative  operational  definitions  of  LM 
and  then  looks  at  UEP  operationalizations. 


Alternative  LM  Defmitions 

This  section  discusses  several  alternative  definitions  of  LM  status  based  on  NELS:88 
items.  Because  we  assume  that  language  minority  status  is  largely  unchangeable  (although  LEP 
status  is),  the  discussion  of  LM  definitions  primarily  involves  base  year  data/  For  each 
alternative,  we  consider  its  conceptual  and  analytical  strengths  and  limitations.  More  detailed 
discussions  about  the  alternatives  are  presented  in  Appendix  A. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  throughout  Chapter  I  we  present  data  in  terms  of  unweighted 
counts  of  students;  we  believe  the  clarity  of  the  definitions  would  be  hampered  by  a  presentation 
of  the  weighted  estimates.  The  unweighted  data  presented  in  Chapter  I  are  not  directly 
proportional  to  the  weighted  estimates;  generally,  the  weights  for  potential  LM  (or  LEP)  students 
are  smaller  than  those  for  other  students  because  of  oversampling  students  with  Asian-Pacific  or 
Hispanic  surnames.  Further,  the  students  were  not  generally  selected  with  equal  probability,  so 
the  weights  can  differ  extensively  across  sample  participants. 


BYLM 

The  BYLM  variable  was  included  in  the  NELS:88  base  year  student  data  file  and  was 
designed  to  signify  a  student*  s  classification  as  LM  or  non-LM.^  Nonetheless,  our  review 
suggests  BYLM  is  flawed  and  probably  should  not  be  used  for  even  casual  analyses  unless  the 
researcher  has  fully  considered  its  limitations.  BYLM  is  a  composite  variable  that  was 
constructed  and  coded  as  follows: 

■  If  either  of  the  two  teachers  sampled  for  each  student  answered  "yes"  to 
BYTl^ll,  or  if  student  response  to  BYS22  indicated  "a  language  other  than 
English  was  usually  spoken  in  the  home"  (values  2-13),  the  student  was  classified 
as  Language  Minority  (BYLM=1). 

■  If  both  the  student^s  response  to  BYS22  and  his  or  her  teachers'  responses  to 
BYT1„11  were  missing,  the  value  for  BYLM  was  set  to  missing  (BYLM=8). 


^  The  tenth  grade  supplement  sample,  which  includes  students  who  were  not  in  the  eighth  grade  for  the  base 
year  survey,  is  the  only  analytical  group  of  interest  for  whom  base  year  data  or  items  identical  to  those  asked  in  the 
base  year  are  not  available.  (Acceptable  substitute  items  are  available  for  the  supplemental  sample.) 

^  The  item  wording  and  unweighted  frequency  distributions  for  all  NELS:88  items  cited  in  this  report  are 
presented  id  Appendix  B. 
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■       Otherwise,  BYLM  was  set  to  0,  i.e.,  the  student  was  not  LM. 


Using  this  definition,  in  the  base  year  student  file  there  were  20,876  cases  classified  as  non-LM, 
3,715  as  LM,  and  8  cases  were  coded  missing.^ 

We  believe  a  fundamental  problem  with  BYLM  is  that  the  classification  of  a  student  as 
LM  can  be  based  on  a  single  positive  response  from  either  one  of  the  two  teachers  or  the  student 
with  no  attempt  to  examine  any  discrepancies  between  the  responses  from  these  two  sources. 
This  broad  inclusion  criterion  appears  to  result  in  some  false  positive  LM  identifications.  We 
crosstabulated  teachers'  and  students'  responses  for  3  J 15  base  year  cases  identified  as  LM  by 
BYLM.  The  responses  of  the  student  and  both  of  his/her  teachers  agreed  for  only  677  cases  of 
those  cases.  BYLM  classified  the  remaining  3,038  students  as  LM  when  there  was  either  a  direct 
contradiction  between  the  sources  or  when  the  response  fix)m  one  source  was  unknown.^ 


DefinitioDS  used  in  the  Bradby  study 

A  study  by  Bradb/  on  the  language  characteristics  of  Asians  and  Hispanics  used  two 
methods  to  define  LM.  This  section  discusses  these  methods,  their  differences  from  BYLM,  and 
our  perspectives  on  their  strengths  and  inadequacies. 

Bradby^s  first  definition.  In  the  first  definitional  method,  students  were  termed  LM  or 
non-LM  solely  according  to  their  own  responses  regarding  whether  or  not  a  non-English  language 
is  spoken  in  their  home.  This  definition  is  different  fi:om  BYLM  in  two  ways:  (1)  it  relied  on 
student  data  alone  (while  BYLM  used  responses  from  students  and  teachers);  and  (2)  it  used  a 
broader  criterion  to  define  LM. 

The  items  on  the  base  year  student  questionnaire  that  pertain  to  language  use  at  home  are 
BYS21  and  BYS22.  BYS21  asks:  Is  any  language  other  than  English  spoken  in  your  home? 
Those  who  responded  "yes"  to  BYS21  were  asked  to  respond  to  item  BYS22:  What  language 
do  the  people  in  your  home  USUALLY  speak?  Bradby's  first  LM  definition  was  based  on 
B  YS21.  Bradby  identified  5,598  LM  students,  i.e.,  students  self-reporting  a  non-English  language 


^  Our  review  of  tbc  components  of  BYLM  also  found  30  student  cases  with  missing  responses  from  students 
and  their  teachers  that  were  classified  as  noa-LM  (rather  than  unknown)  because  of  a  programming  flaw  in  BYLM. 
Our  speculatioQ  is  that  when  checking  for  missing  teacher  response,  the  program  for  BYLM  looked  for  specific 
missing  data  codes  (such  as  values  of  6, 1,  or  8)  and  ignored  system-generated  missing  codes  such  as  Because 
of  this  error,  any  student  cases  with  no  corresponding  teacher  record  (i.e.,  the  teacher  cases)  were  treated  as  if 
they  had  a  "no"  response;  thus,  BYLM  should  have  identified  38  student  cases  as  unknown,  instead  of  only  8  cases. 

'  This  "discrepancies"  problem  does  not  apply  only  to  students  classified  as  LM.  Of  the  20,876  cases  labelled 
30  non-LM  in  the  base  year  sample  by  BYLM,  19,281  were  agreed  upon  by  both  sources,  but  1,565  cases  were 
classified  on  the  basis  of  a  single  data  source  with  the  other  source*  s  response  unknown. 

'  Bradby,  D.,  "Language  Characteristics  and  Academic  Achievetnent:  A  look  at  Asian  and  Hispanic  Eighth 
Graders  in  NELS:88"  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics,  Statistical  Analysis  Report,  Febniary  1991 
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is  spoken  at  home.  At  the  same  time,  taken  in  conjunction  with  BYS22,  on^y  3,057  of  those 
students  indicated  they  lived  in  homes  where  a  non-English  language  was  usually  spoken.  In 
summary,  Bradby's  first  definition  of  LM  students  included  many  who  indicated  that  English  was 
actually  the  usual  language  at  home. 

Bradby^s  second  definition.  Bradby's  second  definition  was  a  composite  that  used  both 
the  student  self-report  of  hon»  language  (BYS21)  and  the  teachers'  LM  ratings  (BYTl^ll)  to 
define  the  following  three  categories  of  LM: 

Recognized  LM:  At  least  one  teacher  identified  the  student  as  LM  and  the  student  also 
indicated  that  a  non-English  language  was  spoken  at  home. 

Recognized  Non-LM:  Neither  teacher  defined  the  student  as  LM  and  the  student  indicated 
that  only  English  was  spoken  at  home. 

Non-recognized  LM:  (a)  Neither  teacher  identified  the  student  as  LM  but  the  student 
indicated  that  a  non-English  language  was  spoken  at  home,  or  (b)  at  least  one  teacher 
defined  the  student  as  LM  but  the  student  indicated  otherwise. 

The  distinction  between  recognized^  and  non-recognized"  is  an  effort  to  address 
discrepant  responses  from  students  and  teachers  and,  therefore,  is  an  analytical  improvement  over 
BYLM.  One  major  flaw  of  this  classification  is  that  the  definition  of  LM  for  students  is  different 
from  that  for  teachers.  Teachers  in  the  base  year  were  asked  to  evaluate  students  as  LM  or  non- 
LM  on  the  basis  of  the  following  definition  provided  on  the  teacher  questionnaire: 

Language  Minority:  A  student  in  whose  home  a  non-English  language  is  typically 
spoken.  Such  students  may  include  those  whose  English  is  fluent  enough  to 
benefit  from  instruction  in  academic  subjects  offered  in  English  as  well  as  students 
whose  English  proficiency  is  limited;^ 

This  definition  provided  to  teachers  is  more  accurately  reflected  by  BYS22,  which  identifies 
students  in  whose  home  a  non-English  language  is  usually  spoken,  than  by  BYS21,  which  simply 
asks  students  whether  a  non-English  language  is  ever  spoken  at  all.  (Furthermore,  and  probably 
more  importantly,  it  is  not  at  aU  clear  that  teachers  would  actually  know  in  most  cases  whether 
a  non-English  language  was  typically— or  ever— spoken  in  a  student's  home.) 
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*  In  the  fust  foUowup,  teachers  were  provided  a  very  misleading  LM  definition  ("A  language  minority  student 
is  a  fully  English  proficient  student  in  whose  home  a  ocn-Eoglish  language  is  typically  spoken.  This  group  includes 
students  whose  English  is  fluent  enough  to  benefit  from  instruction  in  academic  subjects  offered  in  Ecglish"). 
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Alternatiye  Methods  to  Define  LM  Using  Items  from  the  Base-year  Surveys 

In  view  of  the  problems  with  BYLM  and  Bradby^s  two  definitions  of  LM,  this  section 
explores  several  alternative  methods  of  LM  classification.  The  first  two  alternatives  are  based 
on  student  self  reports;  others  include  responses  fi^om  students,  parents,  and  teachers. 

Define  language  minority  status  according  to  student^s  self-report.  BYS21  and  BYS22, 
the  two  items  from  the  base  year  student  survey  that  pertain  most  directly  to  language  use  at 
home,  can  be  combined  to  create  a  new  variable  LANGHOME-language-at-home.  We  label  the 
classes  of  LANGHOME  as  follows: 


Class  1 
Class  2 
Class  3 
Qass  4 

Class  5: 


Non-Dvl  or  English  Only  (BYS21=2) 

Weakly  LM  or  Usually  EngUsh  (BYS21=1  and  BYS22=1) 

LM  or  Usually  non-English  language  (BYS21=1  and  BYS22=2.13) 

Potentially  LM  or  Usual  language  unknown  (BYS21=1  and 

BYS22=96,97,98) 

Unknown  or  Home  langxiage  unknown  (BYS2 1=6,7,8  and 
BYS22=:96,97,98) 


Class  2  of  LANGHOME  is  labelled  "weakly  LM"  because  the  usual  language  at  home  is  English 
so  the  home  is  primarily  non-LM,  but  there  is  some  indication  of  LM  status  of  the  home.  Class 
4  is  labelled  "potentially  LM"  because  a  large  proportion  of  these  young  people  are  expected  to 
be  LM  because  of  their  response  patterns  on  other  items.  For  example,  among  the  students  who 
responded  "yes"  to  BYS21,  approximately  60  percent  also  indicated  that  the  usual  language  at 
home  is  non-English  and  were,  accordingly,  placed  in  Class  3.  It  is  reasonable  to  infer  from  this 
the  presence  of  a  similar  proportion  of  "usually  non-EngUsh  at  home"  students  among  the 
students  who  answered  BYS21  with  "yes"  but  who  did  not  answer  BYS22.  Indeed,  assuming 
that  LM  students  are  prone  to  item  non-response  because  of  their  potential  LEP  status,  it  is  very 
likely  that  many  if  not  most  of  the  students  in  Class  4  are  LM. 

The  frequencies  for  LANGHOME  are  presented  in  Table  2,  which  shows  the  BYS21  and 
BYS22  responses,  and  the  number  of  students  in  each  category. There  arc  several  merits  of 
this  definition.  First,  the  source  of  data  used  for  classification  (i.e.,  the  students  themselves)  is 
unambiguous,  therefore  analysts  who  use  this  classification  can  make  relatively  clear 
interpretations  of  the  results.  Second,  the  detailed  categories  in  LANGHOME  offer  flexibility 
in  defining  LM  status.  For  example,  according  to  Bradby*s  first  definition.  Class  1  of 
LANGHOME  would  be  non-LM;  Classes  2,  3  and  4  would  be  LM;  and  Class  5  would  be 
unknown.  SimJarly,  according  to  the  strategy  used  to  develop  BYLM:  Classes  1  and  2  would 
be  non-LM;  Qass  3,  LM;  and  Qasses  4  and  5  would  be  unknown. 
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^^^Fbcrc  are  15  students  who  answered  BYS22  but  did  not  answer  BYS21.  These  students'  response  to  BYS21 
were  considered  "yes"  in  this  recodc  because  only  students  who  answered  "yc$"  to  BYS21  were  asked  to  respond 
to  the  subsequent  question  BYS21 
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Table  2 

Defining  LANGHOME--Language-at-Home-through  BYS21  and  BYS22 


LANGHOME  Categories 

BYS21:  Other 
language  used  at 
home? 

BYS22:  Language 
usually  used  at 
home? 

Frequency  [ 

1.  Non-LM/English  only 

No 

NA 

18.944 

2.  Weakly  LM/UsuaUy  English 

Yes 

English 

2335 

3.  LMAJsually  Non-English 

Yes 

Non-English 

3,057 

4.  Potentially  LM/Usual  language  unknown 

Yes 

Unknown 

221 

5.  Unknown/Unknown  home  language 

Unknown 

Unknown 

42 

Total 

24.599 

Define  language  minority  statm  in  terms  of  non-English  first  language.  Item  BYS17 
asked  "Before  you  started  going  to  school,  did  you  speak  any  language  other  than  English?" 
Those  students  who  answered  "yes"  to  this  item  were  asked  BYS18,  "What  was  the  first  language 
you  learned  to  speak  when  you  were  a  child?"  These  two  items  can  be  combined  as  follows  to 
create  a  variable,  LANGBBF,  language  before  school: 

Spoke  English  only  before  school  (BYS17=2), 

Spoke  other  language  but  spoke  English  first  (BYS17=1  and  BYS18=1), 
Spoke  non-English  language  first  (BYS17=1  and  BYS18=2  through  13), 
Unknown  first  language  (BYS17=1  and  BYS  18=96,97,98),  and 
Unknown  language  before  school  (BYS  17=6,7,8  and  BYS  18=96,97,98). 

LANGBEF  has  the  advantages  of  being  based  solely  on  student  reports  and  of  separating 
out  students  who  learned  English  first  from  those  who  added  it  as  a  second  language.  This 
definition  also  reflects  that  portion  of  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  definition  that  stresses  a  non- 
English  native  language.  However,  these  items  call  for  young  people  to  recall  pre-school 
experiences,  and  367  cases  are  unclassifiable  with  this  variable.  Table  3,  the  frequency  of 
LANGBEF,  shows  2,973  students  spoke  a  non-English  first  language  before  school  and  would 
definitely  be  labeled  LM  under  this  definition. 

Define  language  minority  status  according  to  student,  teacher,  and  parent  reports.  The 
base-year  survey  collected  data  on  each  student*  s  use  of  language  from  students,  teachers,  and 
parents.  Since  LM  can  be  defined  in  terms  of  the  language  used  in  a  student*  s  hon>e,  the 
parents*  responses  would  seem  to  be  a  priori  a  valid  indicator  of  LM  status.  Our  attempts  to 
include  parent  data  in  LM  operationalizations,  however,  found  them  to  be  of  limited  utilit>-  for 
classifying  students  because  of  high  levels  of  missing  data  (mostly  survey  non-response)  and  a 
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Table  3 

LANGBEF:  Students'  Language  Before  School, 
based  on  BYS17  and  BYS18 


LANGBEF 

Frequency 

English  Only 

20,450 

English  First,  Not  Only 

809 

Non-English  First 

2,973 

First  Language  Unknown 

221 

Unknown 

146 

notable  lack  of  agreement  between  parent  and  student  ratings.  There  is  no  easy  solution  on  how 
to  handle  cases  for  whom  one  or  more  sources  of  data  is  missing.  Careful  handling  of  cases  with 
missing  data  is  especially  important  because  it  is  possible  that  LM  students  and  their  parents  may 
be  more  prone  than  non-LMs  to  not  respond  to  all  items  and/or  have  difficulties  following  skips 
in  the  instrument. 

We  also  attempted  to  use  data  from  all  of  the  three  data  sources-students,  teachers,  and 
parents.  Using  this  student-teacher-parent  classification  q)proach,  and  with  non-LM="NLM/'  the 
class  NLM-NLM-NLM  (n=16,942  students)  can  be  labeled  as  "self-re{K)rted  non-LM  students, 
recognized  by  teachers  as  non-LM,  and  confirmed  by  their  parents  that  only  English  was  spoken 
at  home."  The  "opposite"  pure  class,  LM-LM-LM  (n  =  573  students),  is  "students  self-reported 
as  LM,  recognized  by  teachers  as  LM,  and  confirmed  by  parents  that  a  non-English  language  was 
spoken  at  home."  The  labeling  of  the  7,084  remaining  base  year  student  cases,  however,  requires 
inherently  arbitrary  decisions.  Because  of  that  high  rate  of  ambiguity,  we  believe  relying  upon 
the  students  themselves  is  preferable  to  using  composite  variables  based  on  multiple  sources. 


Summary  of  LM  DefinitioDs 

Seven  alternative  LM  definitions  were  described  above;  these  are  listed  along  with  their 
predominant  characteristics  in  Table  4.  In  general,  our  analyses  suggest  that  the  two  best 
candidates  for  subsequent  use  are  LANGHOME  and  LANGBEF  for  the  reasons  described  in  this 
section. 

Several  of  the  definitions  (BYLM,  Bradby  2,  "combination")  have  what  we  feel  is  a 
crucial  flaw;  that  is,  they  are  based  at  least  in  part  on  ratings  by  teachers  although  it  does  not 
seem  reasonable  that  many  teachers  would  be  able  to  provide  an  accurate  description  of  the  home 


erJc 


12        Special  Issues  AmJyiis  Center 


1073 


Table  4 

Summary  of  Base  Year  LM  Operational  Definitions 


Variable 

Operational  LM 
Definition 

Advantages 

   L] 

Disadvantages 

BYLM 

BYS21  =  Yes 
or 

Either  BYTU1  = 
Yes 

Easily  used 

■Based  on  teachers'  knowledge  of 
students'  home 

■Disagreement  between  the  two  teachers 
■Disagreement  between  teachers  and 
students 

■Smdent  response  based  on  any  other 
language  use 
■Programming  errors 

Bradby  1 

BYS21  =  Yes 

■Analytically  clean 
■Broadly  inclusive 

■Probably  too  inclusive  in  relation  to 
Title  vn 

■Does  not  distinguish  between  casual 
and  typical  usage  of  other  language 

Bradby  2 

A  combination  of 
the  following 
conditions: 
BYS21  =  Yes 

Either  BYTLll  = 
Yes 

■Addresses  discrepant  responses 
between  tethers  and  students 
■Broadly  inclusive 

■Based  on  teachers'  knowledge  of 
students'  home 

■Disagreement  between  the  two  teachers 

■Student  response  based  on  any  other 

language  use 

■Programming  errors 

■Probably  too  inclusive  in  relation  to 

Title  vn 

■Does  not  distinguish  ctween  casual 
and  typical  usage  of  other  language 

LANGHOME 

BYS21  =  Yes 
and 

BYS22  =  other  than 
English 

■Analytically  clean  and  flexible 
■Few  missing  cases 
■Reflects  Title  vn  criteria 
■Avoids  conflicts  with  teacher 
or  parent  responses 

■Assumes  accurate  reporting  by  students 
■Possibly  too  exclusive  m  relying  on 
usual  language  at  home 

BYP22A 

BYP22A  =  Yes 

■Conceptually  most  appropriate 
respondent 
■Analytically  clean 
■Reflects  Title  VII  criteria 
■Avoids  cotiflicts  with  teacher 
or  student  responses 

■Very  high  rttes  of  survey  non-response 
■Does  not  distinguish  between  casual 
and  typical  usage  of  other  language 

LANGBEF 

BYS17  =s  Yes 
and 

BYS18  =  other  than 
English 

■  Ana1vt4r_^)Iv  pl^an 

■Few  missing  cases 
■Reflects  Title  VII  criteria 
■Avoids  conflicts  with  teacher 
or  parent  responses 

by  students 

■Possibly  too  exclusive  because  it 
assumes  non-English  first  language  has 
an  effect  but  non-English  second 
language  learned  before  school  does  not 

"Combination'' 

Combinations  of 
three  respondents: 
LANGH0ME=3 
BYT1J1=LM  or 

UNK 
BYP22A=:Yes 

■Flexible  analytical  categories 
■Incorporates  data  from  all 
sources 

■Includes  all  disadvantages  associated 
with  LANGHOME,  BYLM/Br»dby  2. 
and  BYP22A 

■Very  difficult  to  label  categories  where 
sources  disagree 
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language  patterns  of  most  of  their  students.  This  criticism  seems  to  be  home  out  by  the  large 
proportion  of  inconsistent  responses  between  the  teachers  and  the  students  and  between  the 
teachers  themselves.  Although  teacher-based  LM  definitions  can  be  criticized  because  of  no 
reasonable  expectation  for  knowledge  of  their  students*  home  situations,  the  same  cannot  be 
claimed  of  parents.  Nonetheless  the  two  parent-based  definitions  (BYP22A  and  •'combination'*) 
do  exhibit  what  appear  to  be  large  disagreements  with  their  children;  while  we  are  inclined  to 
take  the  parents*  judgment  over  their  eighth  graders*  views,  the  large  amount  of  missing  parent 
data  due  to  non-response  is  a  larger  problem  that  cannot  be  easily  overcome. 

Bradby  1,  LANGHOME,  and  LANGBEF  are  based  solely  on  student  reports.  While  tins 
is  analytically  simpler,  relying  on  student  reports  places  a  high  reliance  on  accurate  reporting  by 
eighth  graders.  LANGBEF,  by  asking  about  behaviors  nearly  a  decade  earlier,  presumes 
particularly  high  levels  of  accuracy.  In  addition,  Bradby  1  is  based  on  an  ambiguous  student 
item  (BYS21)  that  asks  about  any  non-English  language  use  at  home;  the  item  appears  likely  to 
be  over-inclusive  in  defining  language  minority  students. 

LANGHOME  and  LANGBEF,  although  they  rely  exclusively  on  student  reports,  have  the 
benefits  of  relatively  small  amounts  of  missing  data,  analytical  simplicity,  and  compatibility  with 
the  Bilingual  Education  Act*s  criteria.  LANGHOME  addresses  the  extent  of  current  non-English 
language  usage  in  the  home,  which  is  a  reasonable  proxy  for  "environments  where  a  language 
other  than  English  is  dominant,"  and  LANGBEF  serves  as  an  indicator  for  young  people  "whose 
native  language  is  other  than  English." 

We  believe  a  definition  of  LM  based  on  LANGHOME  and  LANGBEF  not  only  reflects 
the  Bilingual  Education  Act  definition,  but  it  also  provides  a  great  deal  of  analytical  flexibility. 
In  particular,  the  analyst  can  decide  whether  to  mclude  one  or  more  of  the  values  of 
LANGHOME  and  LANGBEF  depending  on  the  desire  for  an  exclusive  or  an  inclusive  defiinition. 
Table  5  summarizes  two  alternative  operational  definitions  of  LM  based  on  LANGHOME  and 
LANGBEF  that  are  to  be  used  in  this  balance  of  this  research;  the  first  is  a  fairly  inclusive 
definition,  the  second  is  a  fairly  exclusive  one.  The  only  ad^tation  needed  for  this  definition 
applies  it  to  the  FUl  supplementary  sample  of  tenth  graders  who  were  not  in  the  eighth  grade 
at  the  time  of  the  base  year  survey.  The  items  needed  to  construct  LANGHOME  were  not  asked 
of  those  students,  so  LANGBEF  is  used  by  itself  for  this  sample. 
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Table  5 

Two  Alternative  LM  Definitions 


Conceptual  Definition 

LM  Operational 
Definition 

Unweighted 
BY  Frequency 

Weighted 
BY  Frequency* 

Inclusive  definition:  Respondent 
reports  another  language  is  spoken  at 
home  or  respondent  learned  another 
language  before  school. 

LANGHOME=:23>4 
or 

LANGBEF=2,3.4 

6.232 

608.911 

Exclusive  definition:  Respondent 
reports  usually  non-English  is  used  at 
home  or  respondent  learned  a  non- 
English  language  first  before  school 

LANGH0ME=3  or 
LANGBEF=3 

3,927 

371.460 

*  Weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  weight 


Alternative  LEP  Definitions 

LM  status  may  be  relatively  fixed  for  an  individual's  life,  but  levels  of  English 
proficiency  are  not.  As  a  result,  operational  definitions  of  LEP  status  for  NELS:88  have  to  be 
sensitive  to  the  changes  that  can  occur  between  surveys.  As  a  practical  matter,  this  means  that 
potential  definitions  are  subject  to  the  test  of  whether  or  not  they  can  be  implemented  using  the 
data  collected  at  each  survey  point  in  addition  to  being  conceptually  and  analytically  clear.  This 
section,  therefore,  includes  discussions  of  first  foliowup  and  base  year  items  and  data. 


BYLEP 

BYLEP  is  included  in  the  NELS:88  base  year  data  file  as  a  readily  available  composite 
for  analysts.  The  problems  with  this  variable  resemble  those  of  BYLM  and  include  a  tendency 
for  item  coding  to  generate  false-positive  LEP  identifications.  As  a  result,  we  do  not  recommend 
that  this  variable  be  used  by  analysts  unless  they  are  fully  aware  of  its  shortcomings. 

BYLEP  identifies  LEP  students  on  the  basis  of  a  positive  response  from  either  the  student 
or  one  of  his/her  two  teachers,  with  no  attempt  to  reconcile  differences  in  the  responses  axnong 
the  sources.  The  student's  self  evaluation  is  based  on  the  items  BYS27A-D,  which  asked 
students  to  rate  their  own  abilities  to  understand,  speak,  read,  and  write  (respectively)  English 
by  selecting  one  of  four  choices:  very  well,  pretty  well,  well,  not  very  well.  Students  who 
indicated  "not  very  well"  on  any  one  of  the  four  English  skills  items  were  considered  to  be  self- 
reported  LEP  students.  For  teachers,  a  single  item,  BYT1_12,  asked  directiy  if  the  specific 
student  was  LEP. 
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To  illustrate  some  of  the  problems  with  BYLEP,  we  created  two  new  variables  from  the 
base  year  survey,  STLEP  and  TLEP,  to  represent  its  student  and  teacher  components, 
respectively.  STLEP  and  TLEP  are  coded  as  follows: 


STLEP 


"valid  skip" 


"LEP" 

"unknown" 
"EP" 


If  all  BYS27A-D=9  (i.e.,  all  students  who  answered  that 
English  is  the  only  language  at  home  (BYS21)  should  have 
skipped  items  BYS22  through  BYS30); 
If  the  student  responded  "not  very  well"  to  any  one  of  the 
four  items  BYS27A-D; 

If  student  responsed  to  all  BYS27A-D  items=6,7,8;  and 
Otherwise. 


TLEP 


"disagree" 
"yes" 

no 

"unknown" 


If  one  teacher  said  "yes"  and  the  other  "no"  (BYT1„12); 

If  both  teachers  said  "yes"  or  one  said  "yes"  and  there  was 

no  valid  response  from  the  other  (BYT1„12); 

If  both  teachers  said  "no"  or  one  said  "no"  and  there  was  no 

valid  response  from  the  other  (BYT1_12);  and 

If  there  is  no  valid  response  from  both  teachers  (B YT1_12). 


Tables  6  and  7  show  the  base  year  frequency  distributions  of  STLEP  and  TLEP, 
respectively.  Table  6  indicates  138  students  are  self-reported  as  LEP.  TLEP  labeled  546 
students  as  LEP  by  at  least  one  teacher. 


Table  6 

STLEP:  BY  Student-reported  LEP  Status, 
based  on  BYS27A-D 


LEP  Status 

Frequency 

VaUd  Skip 

18,944 

English  Proficient  (EP) 

5,392 

Lunited  EngUsh  Proficient  (LEP) 

138 

Unknown 

125 
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Table  7 

TLEP:  BY  Teacher-reported  Student  LEP  Status, 
based  on  BYT1_12 


LEP  Status 

Frequency  | 

Agree:  English  Proficient  (EP) 

22,212 

Disagree 

337 

Agree:  Limited  English  Proficient  (LEP) 

209 

Unknown 

L841 

In  addition  to  the  disagreements  between  students  and  their  two  teachers,  substantial 
disagreements  exist  between  the  teachers  themselves.  There  are  337  of  the  642  students  who 
were  defined  as  LEP  through  the  BYLEP  variable  for  whom  the  evaluations  of  the  two  teachers 
contradict  each  other.  The  disagreements  between  teachers  reflect  the  unreliability  of  teachers' 
assessments  of  a  student*  s  language  proficiency.  Therefore,  the  selection  based  on  the  assessment 
of  any  one  teacher  is  likely  to  result  in  some  false-positive  identifications. 

The  disagreements  in  the  views  of  the  students  and  their  teacher  may  have  resulted  in  part 
from  measurement  errors  in  the  student-reported  levels  of  English  skills.  A  problem  with  the 
items  BYS27A-D  is  that  the  response  categories  are  not  clearly  defined  or  based  on  an  external 
referent,  so  the  students  were  at  liberty  to  make  individual  interpretations  of  what  the  term  "not 
very  well"  was  supposed  to  mean.  Since  the  standard  of  assessment  can  vary  greatly  depending 
on  individual  student*  s  self  esteem,  frame  of  reference,  and  many  other  factors,  these  items  are 
likely  to  be  unreliable.  This  series  of  items  was  improved  significantly  for  the  first  followup  (see 
items  F1S57A-D,  F1D44A-D,  and  F1N17A-D);  specifically,  the  response  set  had  "not  at  all" 
added  as  the  fourth  choice,  and  the  second  and  third  choices  were  revised  to  read  "well"  and  "not 
very  well,"  which  probably  helped  anchor  the  responses.  However,  no  further  definition  or 
standard  was  provided  to  help  students  respond  reliably  to  the  items. 


Bradby's  LEP  Definition 

Bradby*s  study^^  defined  LEP  students  on  the  basis  of  teacher's  evaluations  in  BYT1_12; 
i.e.,  if  at  least  one  teacher  defined  the  student  as  LEP,  the  student  was  defined  as  LEP.  A 
significant  problem  with  this  definition,  as  discussed  above,  is  that  the  two  teachers  frequently 
disagreed:  although  546  of  the  students  were  identified  as  LEP  by  at  least  one  teacher,  botli 
identified  the  student  as  LEP  in  only  209  of  those  cases  (see  Table  7,  above). 


Bradby,  D.^  "Language  Giaracteristics  and  Academic  Achievement:  A  look  at  Asian  and  Hispanic  Eighth 
Graders  in  NELS:88"  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics,  Statistical  Analysis  Report,  February  1992. 
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Students  labeled  as  LEP  by  their  teachers  were  further  classified  by  Bradby  into  three 
levels  of  English  language  proficiency  (i.e.,  low,  moderate,  or  high)  according  to  their  own 
responses  to  itenas  BYS27A-D.  In  this  analysis,  the  response  categories  for  items  BYS27A-D 
were  assigned  a  numeric  value  such  that  the  categories  ''not  very  well,"  "well,"  "pretty  well."  and 
"very  well"  were  scored  4,  3,  2,  and  1  respectively.  The  scores  were  then  summed  to  create  a 
composite  score  of  English  proficiency  for  each  student.  Students  with  a  score  above  a  certain 
cutoff  point  were  categorized  as  "low  proficieut,"  and  students  with  a  low  score  were  "high 
proficient."  Bradby  conducted  a  factor  analysis  to  check  the  assumption  of  a  common  factor  for 
the  four  items  and  a  reliability  analysis  to  check  the  internal  consistency  of  the  items.  A 
relatively  high  consistency  was  reported  for  these  items  (i.e,  Cronbach's  alpha  was  over  0.9). 

Using  the  base  year  items  BYS27A-D  to  derive  a  scale  of  proficiency  assumes  ordinal 
properties  for  the  items  even  though  they  actually  provided  nominal  response  categories,  and 
those  nominal  categories  were  not  well  defined.  Although  most  respondents  would  be  expected 
to  order  the  "not  very  well"  and  "very  well"  response  categories  as  intended  by  the  item  writers, 
"well"  and  "pretty  well"  are  not  so  clear.  Further,  since  the  population  of  students  responding 
to  these  items  is  presumed  to  be  from  non-EngUsh  backgrounds  (the  others  are  directed  to  skip 
these  items),  we  can  presume  these  response  category  distinctions,  which  are  subtle  enough  for 
English  proficient  respondents,  pose  real  difficulties  for  LEP  respondents.  As  a  result,  given  the 
response  variation  expected  on  these  items,  Bradby's  English  proficiency  score  is  likely  to  be 
consistent  but  unreliable. 


Alternative  Methods  to  Define  LEP  Status 

Several  other  items  are  available  in  the  base  year  or  first  foUowup  surveys  that  could 
serve  to  distinguish  LEP  students  from  their  English  proficient  peers.  This  section  looks  at  two 
variables,  one  asking  about  current  language  use  and  the  other  addressing  whether  the  student  is 
receiving  (or  has  received)  special  English  language  services. 

Defint  LEP  status  according  to  student's  current  language  usage.  Item  B YS20  asked 
students  "What  language  do  you  USUALLY  speak  now?"  This  variable  is  recoded  as 
LANGNOW,  the  language  used  now,  as  follows: 

Usually  English  now  (BYS20=1), 

Usually  Non-English  now  (BYS20=2  through  13),  and 

Unknown  language  now  (BYS20=96,97,98). 

Table  8  shows  567  students  whose  usual  language  at  eighth  grade  was  non-English.  A  crucial 
problem  with  LANGNOW  is  that  it  may  be  capturing  "tiiie"  bilingual  students  who  can  use  two 
languages  proficiently;  for  those  students,  it  would  be  an  incorrect  inference  to  state  that  because 
they  use  a  non-English  language  they  must  have  limited  proficiency  in  English.  In  addition,  no 
parallel  items  for  constructing  this  variable  are  available  on  the  first  followup  longitudinal  or 
dropout  questionaires. 
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Table  8 

LANGNOW:  Student's  "Usual"  Language  at  Eighth  Grade, 

based  on  BYS20 


LANGNOW 

Frequency 

English  Now 

23,304 

Non-English  Now 

567 

Unknown 

728 

Define  LEP  status  according  to  student^ s  participation  in  language  assistance  programs. 
Another  potential  estimate  of  base  year  students'  base  year  LEP  status  can  be  generated  from 
items  ByS29  and  BYS30.  BYS29  asked  whether  the  student  had  ever  enrolled  in  an  English 
language/language  assistance  program  (defined  in  the  item  as  a  program  for  students  whose 
native  language  is  not  English).  For  those  who  responded  "yes"  to  BYS29,  BYS30A-H  asked 
the  grade  levels  at  which  the  students  were  enrolled  in  such  programs  (where  BYS30A  covered 
the  first  grade,  BYS30B  covered  the  second,  and  so  forth,  ending  with  BYS30H  covering  the 
eighth).  This  set  of  items  is  relatively  objective  (in  comparison  to  the  self-rating  English 
language  skills  items  in  BYS27A-D)  in  that  it  asks  about  specific,  verifiable  behaviors  and  the 
term  "language  assistance  programs"  is  clearly  defined.  Since  the  legislative  definition  of  LEP 
is  concerned  with  the  current  effects  of  LM  status  on  the  ability  of  the  student  to  learn 
successfully  now  in  the  classroom,  our  focus  is  on  language  assistance  at  the  student*  s  current 
grade.  Accordingly,  we  have  created  a  composite  variable,  LANGASST,  language  assistance, 
which  is  coded  as  follows  for  the  base  year  and  first  folio wup  surveys 

■  Language  at  home  is  EngUsh  (BYS29,  F1S58,  F1D45,  F1N18=:9,  i.e.,  logical  skip) 
H       Enrolled  in  language  assistance  program  at  current  grade  (BYS29=1  and 

BYS30H=1,  F1S58=1,  F1D45=1,  F1N18=1  and  F1N19M=:1) 

■  Enrolled  before  current  grade  (BYS29=1  and  at  least  one  item  BYS30A-G=1, 
F1S58=2  and  at  least  one  item  BYS30A-H=1,  F1D45=1  and  at  least  one  item 
BY30A-H=1,  F1N18=1  and  at  least  one  item  F1N19A-H=1) 

■  Enrolled,  grade  unknown  (BYS29=1  and  BYS30A-H=8,9;  FlS-use  BY  items; 
FlD45"-use  BY  items;  F1N18=1  and  F1N19I-J=6,7,8) 

■  Never  enrolled  in  program,  but  home  language  is  non-English  (BYS29=2; 
F1S58=2  and  no  item  BYS30A-H=1;  F1S54=1  and  F1S34C-D=2  and  F1S58=2 
and  no  item  BYS30A-H=1;  F1D41=1  and  F1D45=2  and  no  item  BYS30A-H=1; 
F1N18=2) 

■  Unknown  (BYS29=6,7,8;  F1S58=:6,7,8;  F1D45=6,8;  F1N18=7,8)) 


Responses  to  BYS29  were  edited  to  be  consistent  with  BYS30A-H.  Specifically,  35  students  who  did  not 
answer  BYS29  responded  to  at  least  one  of  the  BYS30A-H  items.  We  recodcd  the  "missing"  BYS29  response  for 
these  students  to  "yes." 
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Table  9  shows  the  frequency  of  LANGASST  for  eighth  graders.  For  the  base  year,  a  total 
of  893  students  had  enrolled  in  a  English  language  assistance  program  at  sonoe  point;  124  were 
enrolled  at  eighth  grade. 


Table  9 

Frequency  of  LANGASST  (Participation  in  English  Language 
Assistance  Program),  based  on  BYS29  and  BYS30H 


LANGASST 

BY  Students 
Frequency 

Home  Language  is  English 

18,944 

Enrolled  at  Current  Grade 

124 

Enrolled  Before  Current  Grade 

769 

Enrolled,  Grade  Unknown 

19 

Never  Enrolled 

4,139 

Unknown 

604 

Total 

24,599 

A  conceptual  limitation  of  a  LANGASST-based  LEP  definition  is  that  enrollment  in 
English  language  assistance  programs  is  dependent  on  the  availability  of  such  programs;  some 
students  who  answered  ''no"  to  BYS29,  F1S58,  F1D45,  or  F1N18  could  potentially  have 
benefitted  from  such  programs  had  they  been  available.  Still  others  could  have  unknowingly 
participated  in  ^'programs*'  in  which  LEP  students  were  mainstreamed.  This  issue  of  language- 
assistance-program  availability  results  in  an  under-identification  of  LEP  students  (a  false  negative 
error).  When  a  choice  has  to  be  made  between  an  error  of  over-identification  (false  positive)  or 
an  error  of  undar-identification  (false  negative  error),  the  latter  is  probably  less  damaging.  Since 
the  number  of  English  proficient  students  is  large  relative  to  the  number  of  LEP  students,  mixing 
some  LEP  students  with  the  English  proficient  students  is  likely  to  have  negligible  effect  on  the 
estimates  of  the  characteristics  of  the  latter. 


Summary  of  LEP  Definitions 

Based  on  our  analyses,  we  believe  that  two  alternative  LEP  definitions  have  sufficient 
naerit  to  use  in  further  analysis.  The  first  is  based  on  teacher  assessments  of  their  students,  and 
the  second  involves  a  combination  of  student  enrollment  in  language  assistance  programs  and 
students'  self  ratings  o*^  English  proficiency.  Our  reasons  for  this  decision  are  summarized  in 
this  section. 


Table  10  describes  the  essential  features  of  six  operational  definitions  of  LEP  described 
in  this  report.  BYLEP  and  Bradby  combine  student  and  teacher  ratings  but  without  adequately 
dealing  with  problems  posed  by  disagreements  between  the  two  teachers.  The  Bradby  definition 
does  improve  upon  BYLEP  by  incorporating  the  differences  between  the  judgments  of  the 
students  and  their  teachers.  TLEP,  which  is  based  solely  on  teachers'  ratings,  avoids  the  teacher- 
student  inconsistencies  and  incorporates  some  of  the  disagreements  between  the  teacher  pairs. 
TLEP  also  has  a  relatively  high  rate  of  non-response,  but  there  is  no  reason  to  expect  the  non- 
response  is  other  than  random  in  regard  to  the  ratings  of  individual  students. 

Bradby's  LEP  definition  and  STLEP  rely  on  BYS27A-D.  This  item  set  spears  to  be 
badly  flawed,  however,  in  that  its  response  categories  have  no  clear  external  referent  to  encourage 
reliability  and  the  response  options  themselves  are  not  clearly  ordinal.  Because  of  these 
problems,  there  appears  to  be  no  ideal  point  at  which  to  draw  a  line  between  LEP  and  non-LEP 
respondents.  At  the  same  time,  these  responses  provide  the  only  ratings  by  the  students  on  their 
English-language  skill  levels.  This  item  set  was  improved  for  the  first  followup,  fortunately,  and 
setting  the  cut  point  between  the  two  highest  proficiency  ratings  ensures  that  those  who  rate 
themselves  at  any  point  less  than  fully  proficient  will  be  included  within  the  LEP  category. 

LANGNOW  and  LANGASST,  two  variables  constructed  witWn  the  current  study  to  avoid 
several  of  the  problems  posed  by  the  other  definitional  choices  appear  to  suffer  fix)m  conceptual 
weaknesses.  LANGNOW  makes  the  assumption  that  those  who.  typically  use  a  non-English 
language  do  so  because  their  English  skills  are  weak.  Although  this  may  be  true  for  some,  others 
may  actually  be  highly  proficient  in  English  but  live  in  an  environment  where  another  language 
is  also  in  common  use.  The  conceptual  weakness  of  LANGASST  does  not  appear  to  be  quite 
as  great;  it  assumes  that  students  who  are  not  proficient  enough  in  English  to  benefit  from 
English-only  mstruction  will  be  enrolled  in  language  assistance  activities.  This  assumption  can 
be  questioned  from  at  least  three  perspectives:  first,  the  student  cannot  be  enrolled  if  there  is  ao 
program,  regardless  of  the  student's  level  of  need;  second,  sonae  programs  may  offer  special 
language  assistance  but  not  be  labeled  or  recognized  by  students  as  doing  so;  and,  third,  a 
program  may  be  available,  but  a  student  needing  the  service  may  not  be  enrolled  because  the 
slots  are  filled  by  even-more-needy  students.  At  the  same  time,  LANGASST  is  a  verifiable 
behavioral  variable,  unlike  any  of  the  others,  and  therefore  indicates  with  little  ambiguity  that 
those  who  are  currently  enrolled  are  probably  LEP. 

We  have  chosen  to  take  a  distinctly  eclectic  approach  in  our  LEP  definitions  because  no 
one  of  the  options  available  in  NELS:88  is  free  from  problems.  Although  we  pointed  out,  for 
example,  that  teachers  often  did  not  agree  on  whether  an  individual  was  LEP,  it  remains  that 
teachers  provide  the  one  school-based  estimate  of  the  student*  s  ability  to  benefit  from  mstruction 
in  English,  which  is  a  key  part  of  the  Bilingual  Education  Act  defmition.  We  also  stressed  the 
importance  of  self-identification  while  pointing  out  the  flaws  in  the  self-ratings  on  understanding, 
speaking,  reading,  and  writing  English  and  participatmg  in  language  assistance  programs.  As  a 
result,  we  believe  no  one  of  these  items  provides  a  source  of  vaUd,  reliable  estimates  of  LEP 
status;  consequently,  we  have  chosen  to  use  both  of  them,  along  with  TLEP,  the  teacher-based 
identification  variable.  Table  11  suutnmarizes  the  use  of  these  variables  to  define  LEP  status 
among  those  who  are  determined  to  be  LM  and  provides  unweighted  and  weighted  frequencies 
for  the  BY  and  FUl  samples. 
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Table  10 

Summary  of  Base  Year  LEP  Operational  Definitions 


Variable 

Operational  LEP 
Definition 

Advantages 

Disadvantages  | 

BYLEP 

Any  BYS27A-D= 
"not  very  well" 
or 

Either  BYTL12= 
Yes 

■Widely  used 

■Reflects  Title  Vn  criteria 

■Broadly  inclusive 

■Reliability  of  the  student  and  the 
teachers  items  is  questionable 
■No  clear  external  referent  for  student 
response  categories 

■Ex;tensive  disagreements  between  the 
students  and  their  teachers 
■Extensive  disagreements  between  the 
teachers 

■Programming  errors 

STLEP 

Any  BYS27A-D= 
"not  very  well" 

■Reflects  Title  Vn  criteria 
■Relatively  exclusive 
■Anaiyticaily  clear 
■Avoids  problenas  of  source 
discrepancies 

■Reliability  of  the  student  items  is 
questioaable-may  not  support  ordinal 
assumption. 

■No  clear  external  referent  for  smdent 
response  categories 

■No  sufficient  justification  for  "cutting" 
the  response  categories  at  any  potential 
point 

TLEP 

Either  BYT1^12= 
Yes 

■Reflects  Title  Vn  criteria 
■Avoids  reliance  on  student 
self-reporu 

■Reliability  of  teacher  item  is 
questionable-teachers  rated  many  non> 
LMs  as  LEP,  and  teachers  would 
effectively  criticize  themselves  if 
answering  "yes" 

■Extensive  disagreements  between  the 
teachers 

■Large  number  of  item-nonresponses 

Bradby 

Either  BYTL12= 

Yes 
and 

Scaled  responses  to 
BYS27A-D 

■Reflects  Title  Vn  criteria 
■Broadly  mciusive 
■Reconciles  discrepancies 
between  students  and  teachers 
■Uses  more  of  the  infocmatiofi 
provided  by  BYS27A-D 

■Reliability  of  teacher  item  L 
questionable 

■Extensive  disagreements  between  the 
teachets 

■Large  number  of  item-nonresponses 
■Reliability  of  the  student  items  is 
questiooable 

■No  clear  external  referent  for  smdent 
response  categories 

LANGNOW 

BYS20  s  other  thin 
English 

■Analytically  clear 
■Reflects  Title  vn  criteria 
■Avoids  discrepancies  between 
sources 

■Based  on  weak  assumption  that  typical 
use  of  non-English  is  indicator  for  LEP 
■Relatively  high  level  of  item  non- 
response 

LANGASST 

BYS29  X  Yes 
and 

BY30H=Yes  or  any 
BY30A<r=Yes 

■Reflects  Title  VH  criteria 
■Avoids  discrepaivcies  between 
sources 

■Based  on  weak  assumption  that  LEP 
students  will  be  enrolled  in  language 
assistance  '>rograms  at  the  eighth  grade 
■Relatively  high  level  of  item  non- 
response 
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Table  11 

Alternative  LEP  Deflnitions  for  LM  Secondary  Age  Youth 


LM/LEP  i:)efuution 

BY 

Cross-sectional 
Student  Frequency 
Unweighted 
(Weighted) 

Longitudinal 
Student  Frequency 
Unweighted 
(Weighted) 

FUl 
Cross-sectional 
Student  Frequency 
Unweighted 
(Weighted) 

EXCLUSrVE  LM  DEFINmON 

Teacher-based:  Either  teacher 
responds  "yes"* 

849 
(73.218) 

517 
(73,433) 

694 
(97,141) 

Student-based:  Current  cnroUment  in 
language  assistance  or  Self  rating  as  less 
than  "very  well"** 

1>944 
(187J64) 

U77 
(181,563) 

U89 
(185,495) 

INCLUSIVE  LM  DEFINITION 

Teacher-based:  Either  teacher 
responds  "yes"* 

1,108 
(95,103) 

673 
(96,077) 

888 
(123,010) 

Student-based:  Current  enrollment  in 
language  assistance  or  Self  rating  as  less 
than  "very  well"** 

2,628 
(262,306) 

1,732 
(255,716) 

1.851  1 
(256,143)  1 

*  TLEP  (i.e.,  BYTL12  or  F1T1^12)  =  "yes"  or  "disagree" 

**  LANGASST  (i.e.,  BYS29  and  BYS30,  F1S581,  FID45,  or  F1N18  and  F1N19J)=2; 
or  STLEP  (i.e.,  any  BYS27A-D,  F1S57A-D,  F1D44A-D,  F1N17A-D  =  2^»4)=3 


Based  on  these  four  definitions,  we  estimate  that  between  73,000  and  262,000  eighth 
grade  Students  are  LM/LEP,  and  the  number  of  LM/LEP  tenth  graders  is  between  97,000  and 
256,000.  The  ranges  between  the  low  and  high  estimates  at  both  grade  levels  arc  primarily  due 
to  the  differences  in  whether  teachers'  evaluations  or  student  self  reports  of  LEP  status  are  used. 
Differences  resulting  from  the  use  of  an  inclusive  rather  than  an  exclusive  LM  definition  appear 
to  be  small  in  comparison.  In  the  next  chapter  of  this  report,  we  compare  students  defined  as 
LM/LEP,  LM/EP,  or  non-LM  based  on  these  four  definitions  to  determine  the  extent  to  which 
the  differences  in  the  sizes  of  the  identified  LM/LEP  groups  are  reflected  in  terms  of  social, 
demographic,  and  educational  characteristics. 
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CHAPTER  n 

SOCIAL,  DEMOGRAPHIC,  AND  EDUCATIONAL  CHARACTERISTICS  OF 
LANGUAGE  MINORITY/LIMITED  ENGLISH  PROFICIENT  YOUTH 


This  chapter  begins  the  process  of  describing  the  characteristics  of  LM/LEP  youth  and 
their  educational  experiences.  One  of  the  strengths  of  NELS:88  is  that  it  was  targeted  at  the 
years  of  transition  for  youth  from  middle  school  through  young  adulthood.  During  these  years, 
young  people  make  very  basic  decisions  about  whether  to  complete  high  school,  go  on  to  further 
education  or  training,  seek  employment,  and  start  families.  The  base  year  and  first  followup 
surveys  provide  a  particularly  rich  source  of  information  about  young  people  who  chose  to  drop 
out  of  school  before  the  tenth  grade.  This  chapter  begins  with  a  description  of  the  social  and 
demographic  characteristics  of  LM/LEP  youth  in  comparison  to  their  language  minority  and  non- 
language  minority  English  proficient  peers;  the  discussion  focuses  on  where  they  live  and  their 
race/ethnicity,  sex,  and  socio-economic  status.  The  second  section  describes  differences  in 
reading  and  mathematics  performance  between  LEP  and  other  students. 

The  analyses  are  generally  presented  using  the  narrowest  and  the,  broadest  of  the  LM/LEP 
definitions  for  LM/LEP  youth  developed  in  the  previous  chapter.  More  specifically,  youth  are 
classified  as  non-LM  or  LM  based  on  whether  a  language  other  than  English  is  ever  used  at 
home  or  they  used  a  language  other  than  English  before  starting  school  (the  "inclusive"  or  broad 
LM  definition)  or  based  on  whether  the  language  used  at  home  is  usually  not  English  or  the  first 
language  learned  before  starting  school  was  not  English  (the  "exclusive"  or  narrow  LM 
definition).  LM  youth  are  then  divided  into  LM/EP  or  LM/LEP  based  on  whether  one  of  their 
teachers  evaluated  them  as  LEP  ("teacher-based"  LEP  definition)  or  based  on  whether  the 
students  rated  themselves  as  less  than  "very  well"  on  their  use  of  English  ("student-based" 
definition).  In  this  chapter,  we  primarily  use  the  "inclusive  LM,  student-based  LEP"  (or 
inclusive/student  as  it  is  usually  termed  here)  and  the  "exclusive  LM,  teacher-based  LEP"  (or 
exclusive/teacher).  The  first  is  the  broadest  definition,  and  the  second  the  nanowest  of  the 
definitions  summarized  in  Table  1 1  in  the  previous  ch2q)ter. 

In  addition,  most  of  the  analyses  focus  on  differences  between  students  in  the  LM/LEP 
status  groups  at  the  eighth  and  tenth  grades  using  the  cross-sectional  student  samples.  The 
longitudinal  sample  is  used  where  'langes  between  grade  8  and  grade  10  are  an  appropriate 
concern. 


Social  and  Demographic  Characteristics  of  LM/LEP  Students 
Residential  Patterns 

This  section  addresses  questions  about  where  LM/LEP  students  live  in  terms  of 
geographic  region  and  metropolitan  status,  and  about  the  affiliations  of  the  schools  they  attend. 
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Geographic  Region.  LM/LEP  youth,  using  any  of  the  definitions  developed  in  this  study, 
are  found  disproportionally  in  the  mountain  and  Pacific  states,  as  can  be  seen  in  Table  12. 
Approximately  20  percent  of  the  nation's  eighth  or  tenth  grade  young  people  live  in  that  region, 
but  firom  35  to  40  percent  of  the  nation's  LM/LEP  students  live  there.  In  contrast,  the  north 
central  states  contain  about  one-fourth  of  the  nation's  secondary-age  youth  but  only  around  10-to- 
15  percent  of  the  LM/LEP  youth.  In  addition,  LM/LEP  youth  are  somewhat  under-represented 
in  the  southern  states,  and  they  are  evenly  represented  in  the  northeast.  The  same  patterns, 
although  they  are  not  as  dramatic,  are  present  as  well  for  LM/EP  youth. 


Table  12 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  Grade  Level  and  by  LM/LEP  Definition, 
LM/LEP  Status,  and  Geographic  Region* 


Percentage  of  Grade  8  Students 

Geographic  Region 

LM/LEP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Status 

New  England 
and  Middle 
Adantic 

East  North 
Central  and 
West  North 
Central 

South  Atlantic, 

East  South 
Central,  West 
South  Central 

Mountain 

and 
Pacific 

Missing 

Total 

LM/LEP 

18.7 

132 

30.7 

37.3 

0.1 

lOO.O 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/EP 

21.1 

16.1 

30.1 

32.6 

0.2 

100.1 

Non-LM 

19.0 

28^ 

36.6 

15.9 

0.1 

lOO.l 

LM/LEP 

20.5 

7.7 

27.2 

44.6 

0.1 

100.1  j 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/EP 

19.2 

12.6 

30.6 

37.4 

0.1 

99.9 

Non-LM 

19.1 

27.7 

36.2 

16.9 

0.1 

\00.0 

National 

19.2 

25.7 

35.4 

19.7 

0.1 

100.1 

Percentage  of  Grade  10  Students 

LM/LEP 

14.8 

13.9 

26.2 

34.1 

ILO 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/EP 

21.2 

15.0 

27.3 

30.2 

6.2 

99.9 

Noa-LM 

17.4 

25.4 

34.9 

15.1 

7.2 

100.0 

LMA-EP 

16.6 

9.3 

19.8 

40.9 

13.5 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/EP 

17.8 

11.5 

28.2 

34.5 

8.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

17.6 

25.0 

34.4 

15.8 

7.1 

99.9 

National 

17.6 

23.4 

33.4 

18.3 

7.4 

100.1  1 

♦  Based  on  cross-sectional  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  followup 
questionnaire  weights*  respectively. 
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The  regions  were  identified  in  NELS:88  based  on  where  the  schools  the  young  people 
attended  were  located.  If  a  student  was  not  enrolled,  then  the  region  was  coded  as  missing.  As 
can  be  seen  for  grade  10  students  in  the  table,  2q>proximately  7  percent  were  counted  as  missing 
or  not  enrolled,  and  the  percentage  is  much  higher  for  LM/LEP  students. 

Metropolitan  Status.  Table  13  indicates  that  LM/LEP  youth  are  soraehat  overrepresented 
in  the  central  cities  of  urban  areas  and  underrepresented  in  areas  outside  metropolitan  statistical 
areas.  LM/LEP  youth  and  non-LM  youth  live  in  roughly  equal  proportions  in  the  suburban  areas 
within  metropolitan  statistical  areas. 

Table  13 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  Grade  Level  and  by  LM/LEP  Definition^ 
LM/LEP  Status,  and  Metropolitan  Status* 


Percentage  of  Grade  8  Students 

LM/LEP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Stanis 

Metropolitan  Status 

Total 

Urban  - 
Central  City 

Suburban-Area 
around  Central  City 
within  MSA** 

^  o  s 

Missing  or 
Not  ijQ  School 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

36.0 

43.5 

20.5 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

34.0 

44.4 

21.6 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

22.7 

43.5 

33.8 

0.0 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

42.3 

44.7 

13.0 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

36.4 

42.0 

21.6 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

34.5 

58.3 

7.3 

0.0 

100.1 

National 

25.1 

53.6 

21.3 

0.0 

100.0 

Percentage  of  Grade  10  Students  y 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

34.2 

46.2 

7.6 

11.9 

99.9  1 

LM/EP 

33.3 

50.6 

8.9 

7.2 

100.0 

Noo-LM 

24.4 

52.7 

14.4 

8.5 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

39.1 

37.2 

8.3 

15.4 

100.0 

LM/EP 

34.5 

49.2 

7.6 

8.8 

100.1 

Non-LM 

24.9 

52.7 

15.0 

7^ 

100.1 

National 

26.1 

51.9 

14.1 

7.8 

99.9  1 

*  Based  on  cross-sectional  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  followup 
questionnaire  weights,  respectively. 
MSA=Metropolitan  Statistical  Area. 
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School  Control  and  Affiliation.  Eighth  grade  LM/LEP  students  attend  public  as  well  as 
sectarian  and  non-sectarian  private  schools  in  about  the  sarae  proportion  as  LM/EP  and  non-LM 
students,  as  can  be  seen  in  Table  14,  There  is  some  tendency  for  LM/LEP  and  LM/EP  students, 
using  the  ^'exclusive,  teacher"  definition,  to  be  somewhat  over-represented  in  Catholic  schools, 
but  the  differences  are  not  large.  Roughly  the  same  pattern  exists  for  students  at  the  tenth  grade. 
In  addition,  it  appears  that  somewhat  higher  declines  in  school  enrollment  occur  for  public 
schools  among  LM/LEP  and  LM/EP  youth. 


Table  14 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  Grade  Level  and  by  LM/LEP  Definition, 
LM/LEP  Status,  and  School  Control  and  AfTiliation* 


Percentage  of  Grade  8  Students 

LM/LEP 
Definition 

School  Control  and  Affiliation 

Total 

LMAJEP 
Status 

PubUc 
School 

Private 
(Catholic) 

Private  (other 
religious) 

Private 
(non- 
sec  tahan) 

Missing 
or  Not 
Enrolled 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

89.2 

7.5 

2.5 

0.9 

0.0 

100.1 

LM/EP 

83.4 

10.2 

4.5 

2.0 

0.0 

100.1 

Non-LM 

88.5 

7.2 

2.7 

1.6 

0.0 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

86.8 

10.6 

1.4 

1.3 

0.0 

100.1 

LM/EP 

88.8 

8.0 

1.8 

1.4 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

88.0 

7,4 

3.1 

1.6 

0.0 

100.1 

Natio 

nal 

89.0 

7.4 

2.9 

1.5 

0.0 

100.8 

Percentage  of  Grade  10  Students 

Inclusive/ 
Smdent 

LMAJEP 

81.7 

4.5 

1.3 

1.1 

11.5 

100.1 

LM/EP 

80.3 

7.8 

2.3 

3.4 

6.2 

100.0 

Noo-LM 

84,4 

5.1 

1.6 

1.8 

7.2 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

79.5 

4.0 

0.3 

2.6 

13.5 

99.9 

LM/EP 

82.4 

6.4 

1.1 

1.6 

8.5 

100.0 

Non-LM 

84.0 

5.3 

1.7 

1.9 

7.1 

100.0 

Natic 

>nal 

83.7 

5.3 

L6 

1.9 

7.4 

99.9 

♦  Based  on  cross-sectional  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  foUowup 
questionnaire  weights,  respectively. 
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Demographic  Characteristics 


This  section  presents  a  description  of  who  LM/T^P  youth  arc  in  tcnns  of  their  gender, 
race/ethnicity,  socio-econonic  status,  and  drop-out  status.  Differences  between  the  eighth  and 
tenth  grade  students  based  on  the  cross-sectional  samples  provide  the  major  focus  in  this  section. 
Since  these  demographic  characteristics  are  unlikely  to  change  except  in  rare  situations,  so 
longitudinal  analyses  are  not  germane.  Specific  data  presented  in  this  section  rely  primarily  on 
the  most  inclusive  definition  of  LM/LEP  students  (i.e.,  broad  definition  of  LM,  with  student  self- 
report  as  LEP)  and  the  most  restrictive  (i.e.,  narrow  definition  of  LM,  with  teacher  assessment 
of  student  as  LEP).  Data  for  all  four  definitions  and  each  relevant  sample  are  presented  in 
Appendix  C. 

Gender.  By  and  large,  males  and  females  are  equally  represented  among  LM  and 
LM/LEP  students  in  both  the  eighth  and  tenth  grades,  although  there  is  a  slight  drop  in  the 
peicent  of  LM/LEP  students  who  are  male  (and  a  corresponding  increase  in  the  proportion  of 
females)  between  the  eighth  and  tenth  grade.  While  there  are  only  small  differences  in  the 
proportions  based  on  which  definition  is  used,  students  are  soniewhat  more  likely  than  tiieir 
teachers  to  identify  males  as  LM/LEP.  Table  15  presents  these  differences,  but,  more 
importantiy,  indicates  that  neither  males  nor  females  are  substantially  disproportionally 
represented  in  any  of  the  LM/LEP  status  categories. 


Table  15 

Percentage  of  LM/LEP,  LM/EP,  and  Non-LM  Males  and  Females, 
by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status  and  Grade  Level* 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Percentage  of 
Grade  8  Students 

Percentage  of 
Grade  10  Students 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

53.5 

46.5 

50.9 

49.1 

LM/EP 

47.2 

52.8 

46.6 

53.4 

Non-LM 

50.0 

50.0 

50.7 

49.3 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

50.9 

49.1 

47.3 

52.7 

LM/EP 

50.9 

49.1 

50.7 

49.3 

Non-LM 

49.9 

50.1 

50.6 

49.4 

National 

50.1 

49.9 

50.5 

49.5 

♦  Based  on  cross-scctioual  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and 
fiist  folio wup  questionnaire  weights,  respectively. 
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Where  Table  15  (above)  looked  at  the  percentages  of,  for  example^  LM/LEP  students  who 
are  males,  Table  16  presents  the  other  perspective,  the  percentages  of  males  and  females  who  are 
LM  (including  LM/EP  and  LM/LEP)  or  LM/LEP,  The  data  reiterate  the  point  tiiat  there  are  few 
differences  between  secondary-age  males  and  females  in  terms  of  their  LM/LEP  status. 


Table  16 

Percentage  of  Students  by  Gender  and  by  LM/LEP  Status^ 
LM/LEP  Definition,  and  Grade  Level* 


Gemler 

Percentage  of  Grade  8  Students 

Percentage  of  Grade  10  Students 

Inclusive/Student 
LM/LEP  Definition 

Exclusive/Teacher 
LM/LEP  Definition 

Inclusive/Student 
LM/LEP  Definition 

Exclusive/Teacher 
LM/LEP  Definition 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

Males 

20.7 

9.7 

12.4 

2.5 

19.5 

8.4 

10.2 

2.7 

Females 

19.9 

7.7 

12.3 

2.4 

19.0 

7.7 

12.0 

3.4 

National 

20.2 

8.7 

12.3 

2.4 

18.8 

8.1 

11.6 

3.1 

*  Based  on  cross-sectional  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  followup 

questionnaire  weights*  respectively. 

**  LM  includes  both  LM/EP  and  LM/LEP  youth. 


Race/Ethnicity.  The  eighth  and  tenth  grade  populations  are,  in  racial/ethnic  tenns, 
primarily  white  (non  Hispanic).  Table  17  presents  data  on  the  percent  and  number  of  eighth  and 
tenth  grade  students  by  race/ethnicity.  It  indicates  that  the  distributions  arc  quite  similar  for  the 
two  grade  levels  and  that  about  70  percent  of  secondary-school-age  youth  are  white  (non 
Hispanic),  about  13  percent  are  black  (non  Hispanic),  slightly  over  10  percent  are  Hispanic, 
between  3  and  4  percent  are  Asian/Pacific  Islander,  and  about  1  percent  are  American  Indians 
or  Alaskan  Natives. 
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Table  17 

Percent  and  Number  of  Youth,  by  Race/Ethnicity  and  Grade  Level* 


Race/Ethnicity 

Grade  8 

Grade  10 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Asian/Pacific  Islander 

104,183 

3.5 

112,229 

3.5 

Hispanic 

308,876 

10.3 

341,423 

10.8 

Black  (non  Hispanic) 

393,244 

13.1 

432,507 

13.6 

White  (non  Hispanic) 

2,126,327 

70.7 

2,223,749 

70.0 

American  Indian/ Alaskan  Native 

37,972 

1.3 

41,525 

1.3 

Missing  Race/Ethnicity 

37,478 

1.3 

21,121 

0.8 

Total 

3,008,080 

100.0 

3,175,250 

100.0 

*  Based  on  cross-scctioaal  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples*  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  followup 
questionnaire  weights,  respectively. 


Table  18  indicates  that  Hispanic  youth  make  up  a  larger  proportion  of  LM/LEP  students 
than  do  members  of  any  other  racial/ethnic  group  in  both  the  eighth  and  tenth  grades,  despite 
comprising  only  about  10  percent  of  the  youth  population.  Depending  on  the  definition  of 
LM/LEP  status  that  is  used,  Hispanic  youth  comprise  over  half  of  all  the  LEP  students  at  both 
grade  levels.  The  data  presented  in  Table  18  also  indicate  that  white  (non  Hispanic)  youth  make 
up  the  second  largest  group  of  LM/LEP  youth  (at  almost  20  percent);  Asian/Pacific  Islanders 
make  up  about  15  percent  of  the  secondary  school-age  LEP  population,  American  Indian/Alaskan 
Nati^^es  make  up  from  3  to  8  percent  depending  on  which  definition  is  used,  and  black  (non 
Hispanic)  youth,  who  arc  13  percent  of  the  total  population  at  this  age  level,  comprise  fewer  than 
5  percent  of  the  LM/LEP  youth. 
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Table  18 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  Grade  Level  and  by  LM/LEP  Definition, 
LM/LEP  Status,  and  Race/Ethnicity* 


Percentage  of  Grade  8  Students 

LM/LEP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Race/Ethnicity 

Total 

Asian/ 
Pacific 
Islander 

Hispanic 

Black  (not 
Hispanic) 

White  (not 
Hispanic) 

American 
Indiaa' 

Alaskan 
Native 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

16.0 

54.7 

4.9 

20.3 

2.7 

1.5 

100.1 

LM/EP 

15.9 

50.4 

4.3 

25.2 

2.7 

1.5 

100.0 

Non-LM 

1.6 

4.3 

14.3 

77.6 

1.0 

1.2 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LMA-EP 

14.2 

54.7 

3.5 

21.1 

4.5 

2.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

13.0 

39.1 

6.9 

37.4 

2.3 

1.4 

100.1 

Non-LM 

1.0 

2.3 

14.8 

79.8 

0.9 

1.2 

100.0 

National 

3.4 

10.3 

13.1 

70.7 

1.2 

1.3 

100.0 

Percentage  of  Grade  10  Students 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

UAOJE? 

15.4 

58.7 

5.1 

16.7 

3.7 

0.4 

100.0 

LM/EP 

16.4 

50.7 

4.1 

24.4 

3.6 

0.8 

100.0 

Non-LM 

1.7 

5.0 

14.8 

76.8 

1.0 

0.8 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

13.7 

56.6 

3.5 

17.2 

8.5 

0.6 

100.1 

LM/EP 

13.5 

39.8 

7.3 

36.8 

2.2 

0.4 

100.0 

Non-LM 

1.2 

3.3 

15.3 

78.6 

0.8 

0.8 

100.0 

National 

3.5 

10.8 

13.6 

70.0 

1.3 

0.8 

100.0 

*  Based  on  cross-section&l  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  followup 
questionnaire  weights,  respectively. 


Table  19  indicates  that  very  large  proportions  of  several  of  the  racial/ethnic  groups 
consider  themselves  to  be  LM  or  LM/LEP  and  so  do  their  teachers.  About  three-fourths  of 
Asian/Pacific  Islanders  and  Hispanics  are  LM  (based  on  the  "inclusive"  definition),  compared  to 
about  half  of  American  Indians  or  Alaskan  Natives  and  10  percent  of  white  (non  Hispanic)  or 
black  (non  Hispanic)  youth.  In  terms  of  LEP  status,  in  comparison  to  the  national  percentages, 
Hispanics  or  Asian/Pacific  Islanders  are  four-to-five  times  more  likely  to  be  LEP,  American 
Indians  or  Alaskan  Natives  are  about  two  times  more  likely,  and  white  (non  Hispanics)  and  black 
(non  Hispanics)  are  only  half  as  likely  to  be  LM/LEP. 
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Table  19 

Percentages  of  Racial/Ethnic  Group  Students  by  Grade  Level, 
LM/LEP  Defmition,  and  LM/LEP  Status* 


Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Percentage  of  Grade  8  Students 

Percentage  of  Grade  10  Swdents 

Inclusive/Student 
LM/LEP  Definition 

Exclusive/Teacher 
LM/LEP  Definition 

Inclusive/Student 
LM/LEP  Definition 

Exclusive/Teacher 
LM/LEP  Definition 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

Asian/ 
Pacific  Isl. 

76.8 

35.0 

56.7 

10.8 

72.8 

32.7 

52.1 

12.7 

Hhpaiic 

72.8 

37.5 

63.2 

14.7 

75.4 

35.2 

70.1 

17.4 

Blxk  (not 
Hispanic) 

9.9 

4.8 

4.4 

0.4 

9.0 

4.4 

3.9 

0.7 

White  (not 
Hispanic) 

10.0 

3.8 

4.0 

0.5 

8.8 

3.1 

3.4 

0.6 

Amer.  Indian/ 
Alaskan  Nat. 

42.0 

19.1 

26.3 

7.8 

50.3 

24.3 

33.6 

19.1 

National 

20.2 

8.7 

12.3 

2.4 

18.8 

8.1 

11.6 

3.1 

*  Based  on  cross-sectional  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  foliowup 

questionnaire  weights,  respectively. 

*♦  LM  includes  both  LM/EP  and  LM/LEP  youth. 


Socio^Economic  Status.  LM/LEP  youth  arc  disproportionally  found  in  the  poorest  socio- 
econonodc  status  (SES)  quartile.  In  fact,  in  comparison  to  their  proportions  of  the  overall 
population,  LM/LEP  youth  are  twice  as  likely  as  non-LM  youth  to  be  in  the  lowest  SES  quartile. 
Table  20  illustrates  this  pattern.  For  example,  about  50  percent  of  LM/LEP  youth  (however  they 
are  defined)  are  in  the  lowest  SES  quartile  compared  to  slightly  less  than  one-fourth  of  non-LM 
youth.  At  the  high  end  of  the  SES  distribution,  LM/LEP  youth  make  up  between  10  and  15 
percent  of  the  young  people  in  the  high  SES  quartile  (quartile  4),  and  non-LM  youth  are  slightly 
over  one-fourth.  LM/EP  youth  generally  occupy  the  position  between  the  LM/LEP  and  non-LM 
groups  in  these  distributions. 

Table  21  provides  another  perspective  on  the  high  proportion  of  LM/LEP  youth  in  the 
lowest  SES  quartiles.  Specifically,  depending  on  the  definition  used,  LM/LEP  youth  comprise 
from  about  2  to  about  9  percent  of  the  secondary  age  population.  However,  this  small  group 
makes  up  from  about  5  to  over  15  percent  of  the  youth  in  the  lowest  SES  quartile. 
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Table  20 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  Grade  Level  and  by  LM/LEP  Definition, 
LM/LEP  Status,  and  SES  Quartile* 


Percentage  of  Grade  8  Students 

LMA-EP 
Definition 

LMAJEP 
Status 

SES  Quartiics 

Total 

Quartile  1 
(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartile  4 
(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

51.6 

20.6 

14.4 

13.2 

0.2 

100.0 

LM/EP 

40.0 

23.0 

19.6 

19.5 

0.0 

102.1 

Non-LM 

22.1 

25.5 

26.1 

26.1 

0.0 

99.8 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

52.0 

22.2 

14.3 

11.4 

0.1 

100.0 

LM/EP 

32.3 

22.7 

20.8 

24.2 

0.1 

iOO.l 

Non-LM 

22.3 

25.7 

26.4 

25.7 

0.0 

100.1 

National 

24.3 

25.0 

25.2 

25.5 

0.0 

100.0 

Percentage  of  Grade  10  Students 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

54.6 

20.9 

13.5 

U.O 

0.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

36.7 

24.0 

19.8 

19.5 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.0 

25.3 

26.6 

27.2 

0.0 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

51.5 

24.7 

14.5 

9.3 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

32.5 

23.3 

20.3 

23.8 

0.1 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.1 

25.3 

26.8 

26.8 

0.1 

100.1 

National 

23.8 

24.0 

25.4    j  25.7 

0.1 

100.0 

*  Based  on  cross-scctioiial  eighth  and  teeth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  followup 
qucstionnaixe  weights,  respectively. 
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Table  21 

Percentages  of  SES  Quartile  Students  by  Grade  Level, 
LM/LEP  Definition,  and  LM/LEP  Status* 


Socio- 
Economic 

Status 
Quartile 

Percentages  of  Grade  8  Students 

Percentages  of  Grade  10  Students 

Inclusive/Student 
LM/LEP  Definition 

Exclusive/Teacher 
LM/LEP  Definition 

Inclusive/Student 
LM/LEP  Definition 

Exclusive/Teacher 
LM/LEP  Definition 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

LM** 

LM/LEP 

L\i** 

LM/LEP 

1.  Lowest 

28.7 

15.2 

22.2 

5.7 

29.0 

15.7 

22.5 

5.4 

2. 

18.3 

7.6 

10.7 

2.0 

18.5 

7.3 

10.6 

2.3 

3. 

16.0 

6.2 

8.4 

1.2 

14.9 

5.4 

7.8 

1.3 

4.  Highest 

18.0 

5.9 

8.1 

0.8 

16.3 

5.1 

7.0 

0.6 

National 

20.2 

8.7 

12.3 

2.4 

19.6 

8.3 

10.8 

3.3 

*  Based  on  cross-sectional  eighth  and  tenth        samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  followup 

questionnaire  weights,  respectively. 

*♦  LM  includes  both  LM/EP  and  LM/LEP  youth. 


Dropout  Status*  A  major  ongoing  issue  in  this  country  is  how  to  keep  young  people  in 
school  long  enough  to  graduate.  NHLS:88  provides  one  of  the  best  tools  to  explore  who  drops 
out  (and  who  docs  not)  and  why.  In  this  report,  we  describe  dropout  rates  in  relation  to  LM/LEP 
status. 

Table  22  presents  percentages  of  young  people  in  the  longitudinal  sample  in  terms  of  their 
dropout  status.  Overall,  about  93  percent  of  tenth  graders  in  this  sample  had  never  dropped  out, 
and  another  one  percent  had  dropped  out  and  returned.  From  the  opposite  perspective,  about  6 
percent  of  youth  had  dropped  out  between  grade  8  and  the  time  of  the  grade  10  survey.  LM/LEP 
students  were  much  more  likely  to  have  dropped  out  and  not  returned,  regardless  of  the  definition 
used  for  LM/LEP  status.  More  than  10  percent  of  LM/LEP  students  had  dropped  out  and  not 
returned,  compared  to  5  to  8  percent  of  LM/EP  and  less  than  6  percent  for  non-LM  students. 
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Table  22 

Percentage  of  Youth  by  Dropout  Status,  by 
LM/LEP  Deflnition  and  LM/LEP  Status* 


LM/LEP 
DefmidoD 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Drop-out  Status  Percentages  at  Fursi  FoUowup 

j 

Total  11 

Did  Not  Drop 
Out 

Dropped  Out, 
But  Returned 

Dropped  Out, 
No  Return 

Multiple  Drop- 
out Episodes 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

87.8 

L8 

10.2 

0,3 

100.1  \ 

LM/EP 

94.1 

LI 

4.8 

0.0 

100.0  1 

Non-LM 

93.6 

0.7 

5.6 

0.1 

100.0  1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

87.3 

2.3 

10.4 

0.1 

100.1  1 

LM/EP 

90.4 

L7 

7.7 

0.2 

100.0  1 

Non-LM 

93.6 

0.7 

5.6 

0.1 

100.0  1 

National 

93.2 

0.8 

5.9 

0.1 

100.0  j 

*  Based  on  longitudinal  eighth  and  tenth  grade  sample,  weighted  by  longitudinal  panel  weight. 


Reading  and  Mathematics  Achievement 

Students  and  dropouts  were  presented  with  a  set  of  tests  during  the  base  year  and  first 
foUowup  surveys  that  addressed  reading,  mathematics,  science,  and  a  combination  of  government, 
geography,  and  history.  In  this  section,  we  examine  differences  among  students*  scores  on  the 
reading  and  mathematics  tests  based  on  their  LM/LEP  status.  Reading  was  selected  as  the  most 
language  dependent  of  the  four  tests,  and  mathematics  was  selected  because  it  was  the  least.  The 
results  for  the  students  are  presented  in  three  complementary  formats.  Rrst  within  each  grade, 
reading  and  mathematics  standard  scores  are  discussed  for  the  three  LM/LEP  status  groups  as 
defined  by  the  most  and  least  restrictive  definitions.  Second,  the  distribution  of  the  LM/LEP 
status  groups  is  examined  in  relationship  to  other  students.  (Both  of  those  discussions  rely  on 
cross-sectional  data  from  eighth  and  tenth  graders.)  Third,  gain  scores  are  considered  for  students 
in  the  longitudinal  sample,  with  gains  in  reading  and  mathematics  compared  across  LM/LEP 
status  groups. 

Reading  and  Mathematics  Standard  Scores.  Standardized  scores  are  norm-refemeced 
in  that  they  compare  the  performance  of  students  against  that  of  other  students  on  the  same  test 
rather  than  to  some  absolute  standard.  The  standard  scores  developed  from  the  tests  administered 
to  the  youth  in  the  base  year  and  first  foUowup  surveys  are  based  on  an  estimate  of  the  number 
right  on  each  test  (i.e.,  as  if  each  student  had  been  presented  with  every  item)  rescaled  to  a  mean 
of  50  and  a  standard  deviation  of  10.  That  is,  a  score  less  than  50  indicates  a  student  received 
less  than  the  average  score  for  all  students. 
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The  standard  scores  for  the  eighth  and  the  tenth  grader's  reading  and  mathematics  tests 
are  presented  in  Table  23.  The  reading  scores  indicate  that  LM/UEP  youth,  based  on  the  broadest 
definition,  are  from  one-third  to  one-half  of  a  standard  deviation  (i.e.,  based  on  a  mean  of  50  and 
standard  deviation  of  10)  below  the  scores  of  non-LM  youth  at  grade  8.  A  difference  of  this  size 
is  generally  considered  educationally  significant.  The  reading  score  differences  are  not  as  great 
for  this  broadly  defined  group  at  grade  10,  although  the  gap  between  LM/LEP  and  non-LM  is 
still  one-fourth  of  a  standard  deviation.  When  the  LM/LEP  definition  is  made  more  restrictive, 
as  is  the  case  for  the  "exclusive,  teacher"  definition,  the  score  differences  are  even  more 
prominent  in  reading  at  grade  8,  where  LM/LEP  students  trail  non-LM  students  by  more  than  half 
of  a  standard  deviation.  Interestingly,  even  restricting  the  LM/LEP  definition  does  not  increase 
the  score  g^  between  non-LM  and  LM/LEP  students  at  grade  10. 

Mathematics  score  follow  the  same  pattern  as  reading  scores,  although  the  differences  are 
not  quite  as  large,  for  the  two  grades  and  LM/LEP  definitions.  This  suggests  that  lack  of  English 
proficiency  hampers  students  even  in  less  language-dependent  subjects. 


Table  23 

Average  Reading  and  Mathematics  Standard  Scores,  by  Grade  Level  and  by 
LM/LEP  Definition  and  LM/LEP  Status* 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Grade  8  Standard  Scores 

Grade  10  Standard  Scores 

Reading 

Mathematics 

Reading 

Mathematics 

iDciusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

45.4 

46.8 

52.7 

54.4 

LM/EP 

50.3 

50.0 

55.4 

55.2 

Non-LM 

50.5 

50.4 

54.8 

54.8 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

42.6 

44.0 

52.9 

55.4 

LM/EP 

47.6 

48.0 

53.8 

54.2 

Non-LM 

50.5 

50.4 

54.8 

54,8 

^  Based  on  cross-sectioQal  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first 
foUowap  questionnaire  weights,  respectively. 


QuartiU  Ranking  of  LM/LEP  Students'  Reading  and  Mathematics  Scores.  Tables  24 
and  25  indicate  that  LM/LEP  youth's  test  scores  disproportionally  place  them  in  the  lowest 
quartile  of  the  overall  distribution  of  scores.  Around  40  percent  of  LM/LEP  students'  scores 
place  them  in  the  lowest  reading  quartile^  compared  to  less  than  25  percent  for  non-LM  students 
(Table  24).  In  mathematics,  around  35  percent  of  LM/LEP  students  are  in  the  lowest  quartile, 
compared  to  less  than  25  percent  of  non-LM  students  (Table  25),  One  reason  for  the  general 
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iraproveraent  among  tenth  grade  LM/LEP  students  compared  to  the  other  groups  can  be  seen  in 
these  tables,  that  is,  a  relatively  large  proportion  of  the  LM/LEP  tenth  grade  youth  did  not  take 
the  tests. 


Table  24 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  Grade  Level  and  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 

Reading  Score  Quartiles* 


Percentage  of  Grade  8  Students 

LM/LEP 
Definition 

Reading  Quaitiles 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Quaitile  1 
(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartiie  4 
(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LE? 

41.7 

29.3 

15.4 

8.6 

5.2 

100.2 

LM/EP 

26.6 

26.6 

24.1 

18.4 

4.3 

100.0 

Non-LM 

23.5 

23.5 

23.8 

25.7 

3.5 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

45.4 

21.7 

14.1 

8.8 

10.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

27.6 

26.9 

21.6 

20.2 

3.7 

100.0 

Non-LM 

23.4 

23J 

24.0 

25.7 

3.4 

100.0 

National 

23.9 

23.8 

23.3 

25.1 

3.9 

100.0 

Percentage  of  Grade  10  Students 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LMAJEP 

38.9 

25.2 

14.6 

7.0 

14.3 

100.0 

LM/EP 

21.2 

25.2 

24.6 

183 

10.8 

100.1 

Non-LM 

21.8 

22.3 

23.2 

24.0 

8.8 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

44.2 

17.1 

14.9 

6J 

17.0 

99.7 

LM/EP 

22.4 

25.6 

20.3 

22.0 

9.7 

100.0 

Non-LM 

2L8 

22.3 

23.6 

23J 

8.9 

100.1 

NatioQil 

22.8 

22.6 

22.7 

22.6 

9.3 

100.0 

♦  Based  on  crosf-sectiooal  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  foUowup 
questionnaire  weights,  respectively. 
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Table  25 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  Grade  Level  and  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 

Mathematics  Score  Quartiles* 


Peicenuge  of  Grade  8  Students 

LM/LEP 
Definition 

LWLE? 
Status 

Mathematics  Quartiles 

Total 

Quartile  I 
(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartile  4 
(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

36.3 

25.3 

16.8 

16.6 

5.1 

100. 1 

LM/EP 

24.2 

24.5 

23.5 

23.2 

4.7 

100. 1 

Non-LM 

22.8 

24.1 

24.1 

25.5 

3.5 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

45,1 

21.5 

12,6 

9.4 

11.3 

99.9 

LM/EP 

30.4 

27.6 

20.6 

17.9 

3.6 

100.1 

Non-LM 

22,8 

24.0 

24.0 

25.6 

3.6 

100.0 

National 

24.2 

24.2 

23.4 

24.4 

3.8 

100.0 

Percentage  of  Grade  10  Students 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

32,4 

21.7 

17.8 

14.1 

14.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

23.0 

22.8 

20,5 

23.7 

9,9 

99.9 

Non-LM 

21.8 

22.6 

23.1 

23.3 

9.1 

99.9 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

39.0 

19.8 

13.1 

8,3 

19.8 

100.0 

LM/EP 

26,5 

24.4 

20.4 

18.0 

10.7 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21,9 

22.5 

22.9 

23.6 

9.1 

100,0 

National 

22,8 

22.6 

22.4 

22.6 

9.6 

100.0 

*  Based  on  cross-sectional  eighth  and  tenth  grade  samples,  weighted  by  base  year  questionnaire  and  first  followup  questionnaire 
weights,  respectively. 


Reading  and  Mathematics  Gains 

Even  though  the  reading  and  mathematics  tests  differed  for  eighth  and  tenth  grade  survey 
respondents,  enough  test  items  were  common  to  both  survey  years  to  permit  developing  an 
estimated  gain  score.^^  These  gains  are  presented  in  Table  26,  with  students*  LM/LEP  status 
based  on  base  year  information.  The  results  are  mixed;  in  some  cases,  the  gains  made  by 
LM/LEP  students  were  slightly  larger  than  the  ones  of  non-LM  students,  and  in  other  cases  the 


The  use  of  item  response  theory  for  developing  the  estimated  gains  scores  is  discussed  in  the  First  FoUowup 
Student  Componeot  Data  File  User's  Manual. 
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LM/LEP  students'  gains  were  smaller.  For  the  most  part,  the  gains  made  by  LM/LEP  students 
allowed  them  only  to  keep  pace;  they  did  not  fall  further  behind,  but  they  also  did  not  make 
relative  gains.  The  smallest  gain  in  both  an  absolute  and  relative  sense  was  for  reading  by 
LM/LEP  students.  LM/EP  students  generally  made  slightly  larger  gains  than  did  the  other 
groups. 


Table  26 

Reading  and  Mathematics  Estimated  BY  to  FUl  Gain,  by 
LM/LEP  Definition  and  LM/LEP  Status* 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Estimated  Gain  Score 

Reading 

Mathematics 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

2.3 

5.3 

LM/EP 

2.4 

5.2 

Non-LM 

2.2 

5.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

1.6 

LM/EP 

2.6 

Non-LM 

2.2 

5.0 

♦  Based  on  longitudinal  eighth  and  tenth  grade  sample,  weighted  by 
longitudinal  panel  weight 
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APPENDIX  A 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  NELS:88  LM/LEP  DEFINITIONS 


This  appendix  presents  the  results  of  the  detailed  analyses  performed  in  support  of  the 
decisions  on  appropriate  definitions  for  LM/LEP  youth  based  on  the  data  available  in  the 
NELS:88  data  base  through  the  release  of  first  foUowup  survey  data.  These  analyses  supplement 
the  ones  presented  in  the  body  of  the  report,  and  this  appendix  is  not  intended  as  a  stand-alone 
presentation  of  the  issues  involved  in  defining  LM/LEP  status.  The  first  section  of  this  appendix 
discusses  LM  definitions  and  is  based  largely  on  base  year  (BY)  data.  The  second  section's 
focus  is  on  LEP  definitions  and  presents  analyses  of  first  followup  (FUI)  and  base  year  items 
and  data. 


A.l     Language  Minority  (LM)  Status 

Agreement  between  Teachers  and  Students 

Table  A.l  is  a  crosstabulation  of  teachers'  and  students'  responses  for  3,715  base  year 
cases  identified  as  LM  by  BYLM.^  The  responses  of  the  student  and  both  of  his/her  teachers 
agreed  for  only  677  cases  of  the  3,715  identified  cases.  BYLM  classified  the  remaining  3,038 
students  as  LM  when  there  was  either  a  direct  contradiction  between  the  sources  or  when  the 
response  from  one  source  was  unknown. 

Table  A.2  presents  student  and  teacher  responses  to  the  LM-classification  base  year 
student  questionnaire  items  along  with  firequencies  for  Bradby's  second  definition^  and  the 
number  of  students  in  each  category  according  to  whether  BYS21  or  B  YS22  is  used  to  represent 
the  student  response.  With  BYS21  (i.e.,  another  language  is  sometimes  spoken  at  home),  the 
count  of  Recognized  LM  students  is  1*235;  with  BYS22  (i.e.,  the  language  usually  spoken  at 
home  is  non-English),  1,138  Recognized  LM  students  are  counted.  In  parallel,  4,565  cases  can 
be  labeled  Non-recognized  LM  with  BYS21,  but  only  2,477  cases  receive  this  label  with  BYS22 
(see  shaded  cells).  This  suggests  that  at  least  some  of  the  poor  recognition  of  LM  students  by 
teachers  that  Bradby  reports  is  exaggerated  simply  because  of  the  inconsistent  definition  of  LM 
presented  in  the  items.  It  is  also  important  to  note  that  either  1,226  (based  on  BYS21)  or  1,603 
(using  BYS22)  of  the  students  in  the  base  year  sample  are  basically  ignored  by  Bradby's  second 
LM  definition  (the  rows  without  a  "Bradby's  second  definition"  label). 


^  Item  descriptiOQS  and  frequcDcies  for  all  N£LS:88  items  cited  in  this  appendix  are  presented  in  Appendix  B; 
variables  constructed  during  the  present  research  are  discussed  in  the  body  of  the  report,  and  their  construction  is 
summarized  in  this  appendix. 

^  Sec  wL^ction  I.l  in  the  report  for  a  discussion  of  Bradby's  study. 
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Table  A.1 

Agreement  on  LM  Status  Between  Students  and  Their  Teachers  for 
Students  Identified  as  LM  by  6YLM 
(Teacher's  BYT1_11  and  Students'  BYS22  Responses) 


BYS22:  Student:  Language 
usually  spoken  by  people  in 
R's  home. 

BYT1_11:  Two  Teachers:  Student  is  language  minority 

Teachers 
Agree: 
Yes 

Teachers 
Disagree 

Teachers 
Agree: 
No 

Teachers 
Agree: 
Unknown 

Total 

No  (i.e.,  English) 

258 

327 

585 

Yes  (i.e.,  other  language) 

677 

461 

1,433 

486 

3.057 

Unknown 

45 

28 

73 

Total 

980 

816 

1,433 

486 

3,715 

Table  A^ 

Classincation  of  Student  and  Teacher  Responses  to  LM  Items, 
Bradby's  Second  LM  DeHnition,  and  Distribution  of  Students  in  Each  Category 

According  to  BYS21  and  BYS22 


Student 
Response 

Teacher 
Response 
(BYT1_11) 

Bradby's  Second 
Defmition 

Frequency  Based  on: 

BYS21 

BYS22 

Yes 

Yes 

Recognized  LM 

1,235 

1,138 

Yes 

No 

Non-Recognized  LM 

3,601 

1,433 

Yes 

Unknown 

Non-Recognized  LM 

762 

486 

No 

Yes 

Non-Recognized  LM 

201 

585 

No 

No 

Recognized  Non-LM 

17,573 

19,281 

No 

Unknown 

7 

1,170 

1,413 

Unknown 

Yes 

Non-Recognized  LM 

1 

73 

Unknown 

No 

7 

51 

152 

Unknown 

Unknown 

7 

5 

38 

Total 

24,599 

24,599 

Parents'  Perspectives  on  LM  Status 


For  parents,  the  most  appropriate  LM  item  is  BYP22A,  which  asks  "Is  any  language  other 
than  English  rooken  in  your  home?").  Table  A.3  shows  the  frequencies  of  parents'  responses  to 
this  item.^  For  the  purpose  of  this  exercise,  the  item  has  been  recoded  as  follows:  LM  =  parents 
who  said  another  language  is  used  at  home,  NLM  =  parents  who  report  English  only  at  home, 
and  UNK  =  unknown  for  all  other  responses.  BYP22A  generates  4,359  LM  students.  The  key 
figure  on  the  table,  however,  is  the  1,996  unknown  cases  due  to  high  rates  of  parent  non- 
response. 


Table  A3 

Frequency  of  Parent  Questionnaire  LM  Item  BYP22A, 
Calculated  in  Terms  of  Student  Sample* 


BYP22A:  Is  any  language  other  than  English  spoken  in  your 

home? 

Item  Response 

LM  Category 

Frequency 

No  (English  only) 

NLM 

18,244 

Yes  (other  language) 

LM 

4,359 

Missing  item  or  case,  etc  * 

UNK  [unknown] 

1,996 

'This  rccode  includes  1,948  parent  cases  missing  from  the  parent  sample  in  comparison  to  the  student 
sample. 


Agreement  on  LM  Status  among  Students,  Teachers,  and  Parents 

Table  A.4  shows  the  results  from  the  cross-classification  of  the  student^  teacher,  and 
parent  responses.  For  student  responses,  we  have  recoded  LANGHOME  into  3  categories: 
primarily  non-LM  (NLM)  =  Classes  1  and  2;  LM  =  Qass  3;  and  unknown  (UNK)  =  Classes  4 
and  S.*^  For  teachers,  the  categories  are  NLM  (i.e.,  one  or  both  teachers  said  "no"  to  BYT1_11), 
LM  (i.e.,  both  teachers  said  "yes"  or  one  said  "yes"  and  there  other  is  unknown),  disagree  (DIS) 
(i.e.,  one  teacher  said  "yes"  and  the  other  teacher  said  "no"),  and  unknown  (UNK)  (i.e.,  responses 
were  unknown  for  both  teachers).  BYP22A  is  coded  as  in  Table  A.3,  above.  This  recoding 
scheme  is  used  so  that  the  student  classifications  will  match  the  teachers'  ratings  in  terms  of  a 


'  Thm  is  a  large  number  of  unknown  cases  in  BYP22A  because  some  parents  did  not  participate  in  the  base 
year  survey  (i.e.»  1,948  students  lack  a  matching  parent  in  the  daubasc). 

^  Qass  4  of  LANGHOME  is  conservatively  labeled  "unknown"  here;  as  explained  in  Section  1.1  of  the  report, 
a  large  proportion  of  these  students  with  missing  BYS22  dau  is  likely  to  be  LM. 

o  .  " 
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non-English  language  being  usually  the  language  spoken  at  honae.  For  parents,  however,  there 
is  no  way  to  recode  BYP22A  to  account  for  the  fact  that  they  were  not  asked  about  the  usual 
language. 

The  long  list  of  situations  that  results  from  this  classification  illustrates  one  substantial 
difficulty  of  this  approach:  i.e.,  when  the  sources  disagree,  labelling  the  classes  can  be  rather 
difficult.  For  example,  Bradby  introduced  the  dimension  "recognized  and  non-recognized  I^" 
to  account  for  divergent  responses  between  teachers  and  students.  Now,  by  also  including  parent 
data,  it  is  necessary  to  add  another  dimension  of  "confirmed  or  denied  LM  by  parents."  In  fact, 
among  the  cases  where  parents  and  their  children  answered  the  items,  they  disagreed  tn  2,199 
of  the  sets.  The  situations  get  even  more  complex  when  the  teachers  are  considered:  to  illustrate 
this  situation,  there  are  119  students  in  the  class  NLM-DIS-NLM,  in  which  the  student  said  "no/' 
the  parent  said  "no,"  and  one  teacher  said  "no"  but  the  other  teacher  said  "yes."  The  "no" 
responses  here  certainly  out  numbered  the  single  "yes"  response.^  In  other  situations,  the 
resolution  is  even  less  straightforward.  For  example,  in  the  class  LM-DIS-NLM  (where  the 
student  said  "yes,"  teachers  disagreed,  and  parent  said  "no")  there  is  an  even  split  of  responses. 
Furthermore,  there  is  no  easy  solution  on  how  to  handle  cases  for  whom  one  or  more  sources  of 
data  is  missing.  Careful  handling  of  cases  with  missing  data  is  especially  important  because  it 
is  possible  that  LM  students  and  their  parents  may  be  more  prone  than  non-LMs  to  not  respond 
to  all  items  and/or  have  difficulties  following  jumps  and  skips  of  the  instrument. 


Student-Reported  Base  Year  LM  Status 

We  believe  combming  LANGHOME  and  LANGBEF^  provides  us  the  advantages  of  the 
two  LM  definitions  and  ameliorates  some  of  their  unique  disadvantages.  Table  A.5,  a 
crosstabulation  of  LANGHOME  and  LANGBEF,  shows  that  there  are  2,103  students  who  meet 
both  of  the  LM  criteria  of  the  Bilingual  Education  Act,  i.e.,  whose  first  language  is  non-English 
and  at  whose  home  a  non-English  language  is  usually  spoken  (bold  cell  entry).  We  feel  having 
to  meet  both  criteria,  however,  is  too  restrictive. 


^While  ckfinitioas  ut  not  usuaUy  developed  by  "majority  vote,"  this  example  illastratcs  a  problem  with  the 
general  approach  of  combining  data  j&rom  multiple  sources  in  an  imperfect  world;  it  is  also  interesting  to  note  that 
these  119  students  would  be  classified  as  LM  by  the  BYLM  variable. 

*  These  two  variables  were  developed  for  this  saidy,  LANGHOME  (language  at  home)  is  based  on  BYS21  and 
BYS22,  the  two  items  from  the  base  year  student  survey  that  pertain  most  directly  to  language  use  at  homct  with 
five  resulting  categories: 

English  Only  (BYS21=2);  Usually  English  (BYS21=1  and  BYS22=1);  Usually  non-En^sh  language  (BYS21=1  and 
BYS22=2  through  13);  Usual  language  unknown  (BYS21=:1  and  BYS22as96»97,98);  and  Home  language  unknown 
(BYS21=6J,8  and  BYS22=96,97»98).  LANGBEF  Oanguage  before  school)  is  based  on  items  BYS17  and  BYS18: 
Spoke  English  only  before  school  (BYS17=2);  Spoke  other  language  but  spoke  English  first  (BYS17=1  and 
BYS18«1);  Spoke  non-English  language  first  (BYS17*!  and  BYS18«2  through  13);  Unknown  first  language 
(BYS17=:1  and  BYS18=96»97»98);  and  Unknown  language  before  school  (BYS17=6,7,8  and  BYSl  8=96,97 »98). 
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Table  A.4 

LM  Classifications  Based  on  Responses  by 
Students,  Teachers,  and  Parents 


Combined  LM  Classification* 

li 

Student 

Teacher 

Parent 

Frequency 

NLM 

NLM 

NLM 

16,942 

NLM 

NLM 

LM 

L398 

NLM 

NLM 

UNK 

941 

NLM 

DIS 

NLM 

119 

NLM 

DIS 

LM 

180  1 

NLM 

DIS 

UNK 

28  1 

NLM 

LM 

NLM 

56  1 

NLM 

LM 

LM 

160  1 

NLM 

LM 

UNK 

42  1 

NT  M 

TTNK 

Nl  M 

753  1 

NT  M 

UNK 

LM 

171  1 

NT  M 

TINK 

UNK 

489  1 

T  M 

NT  M 

261  1 

T  M 

NT  M 

LM 

X^TX 

1,012 

T  M 

NT  M 

160 

T  M 

DTS 

NT  M 

^  ! 

T  M 

DIS 

LM 

412  1 

T  M 

DIS 

i«/XvJ 

UNK 

43  j 

T  M 

T  M 

NLM 

6  1 

T  M 

LM 

LM 

573  1 

T  M 

LM 

UNK 

V/A  ^xv 

98  j 

T  M 

UNK 

NLM 

17  1 

LM 

UNK 

LM 

317  1 

LM 

UNK 

UNK 

152  1 

UNK 

NLM 

NLM 

73 

UNK 

NLM 

LM 

65 

UNK 

NLM 

UNK 

14  1 

UNK 

DIS 

NLM 

1  1 

UNK 

DIS 

LM 

23  1 

UNK 

DIS 

UNK 

4  j 

UNK 

LM 

NLM 

2 

UNK 

LM 

LM 

36 

UNK 

LM 

UNK 

7 

UNK 

UNK 

NLM 

8 

UNK 

UNK 

LM 

UNK 

UNK 

UNK 

■  !i 
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Table  A.5  also  indicates  a  total  of  3,927  students  whose  first  language  is  non-English 
(LANGBEF-3)  or  at  whose  home  a  non-English  language  is  usually  spoken  (LANGH0ME=3) 
can  be  identified  as  LM  (underlined  cell  entries).  This  provides,  in  our  view,  a  moderately 
exclusive  definition  of  LM  status,  one  which  probably  underidentifies  LM  young  people  to  an 
unknown  extent.  A  more  inclusive  definition,  which  encompasses  6,232  respondents  (sha^'^d 
cells),  can  be  constructed;  in  this  definition,  LANGHOME  may  equal  2,  3,  or  4,  and  LANGBlj? 
can  be  2,  3,  or  4.  This  definition  probably  over-identifies  LM  students,  also  to  an  unknown 
extent. 


First  FoUowup  Supplementary  Student  Sample 

The  LM  combinations  based  on  LANGHOME  and  LANGBEF  are  not  available  for  the 
supplementary  sample  of  FUl  tenth  graders  who  were  not  in  the  eighth  grade  for  the  BY  survey, 
simply  because  the  necessary  items  to  construct  LANGHOME  were  not  presented  to  the  students. 
For  these  students,  an  "inclusive"  form  of  LANGBEF  based  on  items  FlNll  and  F1N12  is  used 
by  itself.  Table  A.6  presents  the  fiequency  of  FlNll  as  recoded  for  LANGBEF. 


Table  A*S 

Crosstabulation  of  LANGHOME  (Language  Used  at  Home)  and 
LANGBEF  (First  Language  Learned  Before  School) 


LANGHOME 

(Language 
Used  at  Home) 

LANGBEF  (First  Language  Learned  Before  School) 

English 
Only 

English 
First 

Other 
First 

First 
Unknown 

Unknown 

Total 

Only  English 

18,233 

97 

18,944 

Usually  English 

2,335 

Usually  Other 

^» 

3,057 

Other  Unknown 

221 

Unknown 

14 

23 

42 

Total 

20,450 

809 

2,973 

221 

146 

24,599 
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Table  A.6 

LANGBEF:  Tenth  Grade  Supplement  Students' 
Language  Before  School,  based  on  FlNll  and  F1N12 


LANGBEF 

Frequency 

English  Only 

1,594 

English  First,  Not  Only 

27 

Non-English  First 

146 

First  Language  Unknown 

42 

Unknown 

31 

\J2     Limited  English  Proficiency 

Agreement  between  Teachers  and  Students 

Table  A.7  crosstabulates  base  year  counts  of  STLEP  and  TLEP^  for  those  students 
identified  as  LEP  by  BYLEP.  Using  either  the  student  or  the  teacher's  evaluation,  BYLEP 
labeled  642  students  as  LEP;  however,  both  teachers'  evaluations  and  the  student's  self  report 
overlapped  for  only  27  cases  of  the  642.* 


STLEP  "valid  skip" 

If  aUBYS27A-D=9; 

•UEP" 

If  the  student  responded  "not  very  well"  to  any  one  of  the  four  items  BYS27  AD; 

"unknown" 

If  student  responses  to  aU  BYS27A-D  itcms=6 .7,8;  and 

Otherwise. 

TLEP  "disagree" 

If  one  teacher  said  "yes"  and  the  other  "no"  (BYT1_12); 

"yes" 

If  both  teachers  said  "yes"  or  one  said  "yes  and  there  was  no  valid  response  from 

the  other  (BYT1„12); 

"no" 

If  both  teachers  said  "no"  or  one  said  "no"  and  there  was  no  valid  response  from 

the  other  (BYT1_12); 

"unknown" 

If  there  are  no  valid  responses  from  both  teachers  (BYT1_12). 

*  A  second  problem  with  BYLEP  appears  to  be  the  result  of  careless  programming  in  handling  the  "missing" 
response  categories.  There  arc  270  students  labeled  as  LEP  status  "unknown"  on  BYLEP,  yet  268  of  these  students 
had  actually  responded  "no"  to  BYS21  (i.e.,  that  the  language  at  home  is  English  only),  and  these  students  had  been 
instructed  on  the  questionnaire  to  skip  items  BYS22  through  BYS30.  Therefore,  their  nonresponsc  to  BYS27A-D 
should  have  been  coded  as  a  valid  skip,  and  these  students  should  have  been  labelled  "EP,"  not  "unknown."  In 
addition,  there  are  9  other  base  year  students  who  were  labelled  "EP"  by  the  programming  that  created  BYLEP,  who, 
according  to  our  rccode  of  STLEP  and  TLEP,  should  have  been  "unknown."  The  miscoding  arose  because  students 
with  no  corresponding  teacher  records  were  treated  as  if  their  teachers  had  responded  "no." 
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BY  Student  Self-Rcported  LEP  Status 


Table  A.8  (on  the  next  page)  shows  the  student  responses  to  the  four  items  BYS27A-D, 
recoded  as  P=proficiency  (i.e.,  very  well,  pretty  well,  or  well)  or  LP=liinited  proficiency  (not 
very  well).  Recoded  in  that  manner,  the  items  generate  only  140  liimted  proficiency  cases. 
Table  A.9  (on  page  A- 10)  presents  data  from  the  same  student  items,  but  with  the  break  between 
proficiency  and  limited  proficiency  placed  at  the  other  end  of  the  responses,  i.e.,  proficiency=P 
(very  well)  and  limited  proficiency=LP  (pretty  well,  well,  not  very  well).  This  recoding  generates 
1,621  limited  proficiency  cases  including  597  respondents  who  are  LP  on  all  four  items.  The 
numbers  of  LP  cases  displayed  by  both  of  the  tables  appear  extreme,  at  least  in  comparison  with 
the  number  of  cases  produced  through  the  use  of  other  items- 


Table  A.7 

Crosstabulation  of  STLEP  by  TLEP,  ControUing  for  BYLEP=LEP 


STLEP:  Student 
LEP  Status,  based 
on  BYS27A-D 

TLEP:  Teacher  Reported  Student  LEP  Status,  based  on  BYT1_12 

English 
Proficient 

Disagree 

Limited 
English 

Unknown 

Total 

Logical  Skip 

0 

139 

56 

0 

195 

English  Proficient 

0 

182 

121 

0 

303 

Limited  English 

69 

15 

27 

27 

138 

Unknown 

0 

1 

5 

0 

6 

Total 

69 

337 

209 

27 

642 

1x08 
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Table  A.8 

Patterns  of  Students'  Responses  to  Items  BYS27A-D  on  Their  Own  Levels  of  English  Proficiency 

"Restrictive"  LP  Definition* 


BYS27A 

U  nuCl5l3]jQlDg 

BYS27B 

BYS27C 
Reading 

BYS27D 
Writing 

Frequency 

p 

P 

P 

P 

5378 

p 

P 

P 

LP 

21 

p 

P 

P 

UNK 

2 

p 

P 

LP 

P 

14 

p 

P 

LP 

LP 

18 

p 

P 

UNK 

P 

9  1 

p 

P 

UNK 

UNK 

1 

p 

LP 

P 

P 

19 

p 

LP 

P 

LP 

3 

p 

LP 

LP 

P 

5 

p 

LP 

LP 

LP 

6 

p 

UNK 

P 

P 

2 

p 

UNK 

UNK 

UNK 

4 

LP 

P 

P 

P 

7 

LP 

P 

P 

LP 

2 

LP 

P 

LP 

P 

3 

LP 

P 

LP 

LP 

3 

LP 

LP 

P 

P 

5 

LP 

LP 

P 

LP 

5 

LP 

LP 

LP 

P 

4 

LP 

LP 

LP 

LP 

20 

LP 

UNK 

UNK 

UNK 

1 

UNK 

P 

P 

P 

1 

UNK 

P 

UNK 

LP 

1 

UNK 

P 

UNK 

UNK 

3 

UNK 

LP 

UNK 

LP 

1 

UNK 

UNK 

UNK 

UNK 

125 

Total 

5.655 

*P=Profkiency=Very  well^  pretty  well,  or  well;  LPslimited  proOciency=not  very  well. 
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Table  A.9 

Patterns  of  Students'  Responses  to  Items  BYS27A-D  on  Their  Own  Leveb  of  En^ish  Proficiency 


erJc 


♦PssProffciencyasVery  well;  LP^IimHed  profidency^prttty  well,  well,  not  very  well 

 ^  

A-iO     Spicial  Igsu€g  Amalysis  dnUr 


BYS27A 

BYS27B 

BYS27C 

BYS27D 

Uncierstanding 

Speaking 

Reading 

Writing 

Frequency 

P 

P 

P 

P 

3900 

P 

P 

P 

LP 

173 

P 

P 

P 

UNK 

1 

P 

P 

LP 

P 

83 

P 

P 

LP 

LP 

161 

P 

P 

UNK 

P 

1 

P 

LP 

P 

P 

122 

P 

LP 

P 

LP 

81 

P 

LP 

LP 

P 

39 

P 

LP 

LP 

LP 

156 

P 

LP 

LP 

UNK 

1 

P 

LP 

UNK 

UNK 

1 

P 

UNK 

P 

P 

1 

P 

UNK 

LP 

LP 

1 

P 

UNK 

UNK 

UNK 

3 

LP 

P 

P 

P 

41 

LP 

P 

P 

LP 

11 

LP 

P 

LP 

P 

10 

LP 

P 

LP 

LP 

25 

LP 

LP 

P 

P 

49 

LP 

LP 

P 

LP 

37 

LP 

LP 

LP 

P 

28 

LP 

LP 

LP 

LP 

597 

LP 

UNK 

UNK 

UNK 

2 

UNK 

P 

P 

P 

1 

UNK 

P 

UNK 

UNK 

L 

UNK 

LP 

UNK 

LP 

2 

UNK 

LP 

UNK 

UNK 

I 

UNK 

UNK 

UNK 

UNK 

125 

Total 

5.655 

Relationships  between  Base  Year  LM  and  LEP  Definitions 


Previous  analyses  of  NELS:88  base  year  data  apparently  made  few  efforts  to  examine  the 
consistency  between  their  LM  and  LEP  classifications,  despite  the  [implied]  federal  definition 
that  a  LEP  child,  for  purposes  of  determining  federal  eligibility,  must  also  be  a  LM  child.  As 
a  result  of  not  checking  for  consistency,  some  students  have  been  labeled  LEP  who  also  were 
labeled  non-LM.  Two  examples  illustrate  this  situation.  First,  Table  A.  10  crosstabulates  BYLM 
and  BYLEP  and  shows  167  students  are  LEP  but  non-LM.  Second,  Table  A.ll,  which 
crosstabulates  BYS21  and  TLEP  (i.e.,  effectively  Bradby's  LEP  definition  criteria),  shows  195 
(i.e.,  139+56)  students  as  non-LM  but  LEP. 


Table  AJO 
Crosstabulation  of  BYLM  with  BYLEP 


BYLM  (Language 
Minority 
Composite) 

BYLEP  G-iniited  English  Proficiency  Composite) 

Student  is 
non-LEP 

Smdent 
is  LEP 

Unknown 

Total 

Student  is  non-LM 

20,442 

167 

267 

20,876 

Student  is  LM 

3,239 

474 

2 

3,715 

Unknown 

6 

1 

1 

8 

Total 

23,687 

642 

270 

24,599 

Table  A.ll 
Crosstabulation  of  Item  BYS21  with  TLEP 


BYS21  (Language 
other  than  English  in 
home?) 

TLEP  (Receding  of  Item  BYT1_12) 

Agree-EP 

Disagree 

Agree-LEP 

Unknown 

Total 

No-Only  English 

17,586 

139 

56 

1,163 

18,944 

Yes-Other  Language 

4,589 

197 

153 

674 

5,613 

Unknown 

37 

1 

0 

4 

42 

Total 

22,212 

337 

209 

1,841 

24,599 

1  :■■  ^ 
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Table  A.  12  presents  a  closer  examination  of  inconsistencies  among  teachers'  responses 
during  the  base  year;  it  is  a  crosstabulation  of  teachers'  responses  to  the  items  BYTl^ll  and 
BYT1_12.  This  comparison  found  245  instances  (out  of  653  LEP  identifications)  in  which  one 
of  the  student's  teachers  answered  that  a  student  was  LEP  but  non-LM  (shaded  cell  in  the 
table)  The  inconsistencies  in  the  teachers'  responses  may  be  partially  explained  by  the  fact  that 
the  definitions  of  LM  and  LEP  provided  to  them  in  their  questionnaire  instructions  are  themselves 
inconsistent: 

Language  Minority  (LM):  A  student  in  whose  home  a  non-English  language  is 
typically  spoken.  Such  students  may  include  those  whose  English  is  fluent  enough 
to  benefit  from  instruction  in  academic  subjects  offered  in  English  as  well  as 
students  whose  English  proficiency  is  limited/^ 

Limited  English  Proficient  (LEP):  A  student  whose  native  language  is  other  than 
English  and  whose  skills  in  listening  to,  speaking,  reading,  or  writing  English  are 
such  that  he/she  derives  litde  benefit  from  school  instruction  in  English. 

These  two  definitions  ask  for  different  types  of  information  from  the  teachers.  The  definition 
of  LM  asks  teachers  to  evaluate  typical  language  use  in  the  student's  home,  but  the  defmition 
of  LEP  asks  about  the  native  language  of  the  student  (not  her/his  language  at  home)  and  its 
effects  on  the  student's  ability  to  benefit  from  instruction. 


Table  A.12 

Crosstabulation  of  Items  BYT1„11  with  BYT1^12 


BYT1_11  (Language 
Minority  Evaluations  by 
Each  Teacher) 

BYT1_12  (Limited  English  Proficiency  Evaluations 
by  Each  Teacher) 

Limited  English 
Proficient 

English 
Proficient 

Unknown 

Total 

Language  Minority 

374 

1,840 

110 

2,324 

Non-Language  Minority 

245 

39,172 

327 

39,744 

Unknown 

34 

773 

1,637 

2,444 

Total 

653 

41,785 

2,074 

44,512 

^  There  are  44^512  teacher's  ratings  of  the  sampled  students  because  most  students  were  evaluated  by  two 
teachers. 

Although  the  same  definitiou  is  used  in  the  FUl  codebook,  the  actual  LM  definition  provided  on  the  FUl 
teacher  questionnaire  is  significantly  different  It  reads:  "A  language  minority  student  is  a  fully  English  proficient 
[emphasis  added]  student  in  whose  home  a  non-English  language  is  typically  spoken.  This  group  includes  students 
whose  English  is  fluent  enough  to  benefit  from  academic  subjects  offered  in  English.'' 
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A3     Handling  Missing  Data  in  the  Classification  Variables 


Througliout  this  report,  we  have  emphasized  the  importance  of  careful  handling  of  missing 
data  because  it  is  likely  that  the  LM/LEP  students  would  have  more  difficulty  than  English 
proficient  students  following  the  instructions  on  the  questionnaire,  and  therefore,  would  be  likely 
to  fail  to  complete  the  items  at  a  higher-than-average  rate.  Keeping  the  nonrespondents  in 
separate  categories  enables  analysts  to  track  how  individual  students  are  classified;  however,  the 
presence  of  many  small  subgroups  also  complicates  analyses.  Tb  :;  section  examines  ways  to 
handle  the  item  nonresponses. 

There  are  a  number  of  methods  available  to  handle  item  nonresponses  in  surveys,  a 
common  method  being  item  imputation.  The  data  items  involved  in  the  definitions  and  the 
amount  of  missing  data  on  each  item  are  listed  in  Table  A.  13.  For  most  items,  the  amount  of 
missing  data  is  small  but  the  percentage  of  missing  responses  increases  substantially  when 
students  face  skip  patterns  (e.g.,  from  BYS17  to  BYS18),  The  largest  percentage  of  missing 
values  is  for  BYS30H,  where  the  missing  rate  is  over  40  percent. 

To  assign  a  suitable  analysis  value  to  the  nonresponses  on  these  items,  a  hot-deck 
imputation  procedure  cian  be  applied.  There  are  many  variety  of  hot-deck  imputations.  For 
example,  WESDECK  (Westat-developed  imputation  software)  could  be  used  here  for  conducting 
hot-deck  imputation.  WESDECK  begins  by  sorting  respondents  and  nonrespondents  in  the  order 
of  the  imputation  classes  (homogeneous  subgroups  with  similar  characteristics).  Where  possible, 
imputations  are  performed  within  classes;  but,  where  necessary,  a  donor  may  be  located  from  a 
neighboring  class.  Donors  may  be  sought  outside  a  class  either  because  there  is  no  donor  within 
the  class,  or  because  donors  within  the  class  have  already  been  used  to  donate  their  values  the 
maximum  number  of  times  that  has  been  specified.  In  the  imputation  step,  the  exact  number  of 
donors  is  located  for  each  cell  that  requires  imputation,  and  the  donors  are  randomly  matched 
with  the  recipients. 

The  advantage  of  using  imputation  to  complete  a  data  item  is  that  it  simplifies  analyses, 
and  all  students  can  be  uniquely  classified.  However,  imputation  is  a  form  of  prediction,  and 
prediction  is  always  subject  to  erron  Therefore,  imputation  fiags  should  be  added  to  indicate  the 
data  elements  that  are  imputed.  Analysts  using  the  data  can  decide  whether  to  include  the 
imputed  values  for  their  particular  analysis. 

We  plan  to  use  imputation  in  subsequent  analyses  of  these  data.  Missing  data  on  the 
language  items  of  the  FUl  sample  can  be  handled  using  da£a  about  the  use  and  proficiency  of 
the  English  language  at  eighth  grade  (from  the  BY  student  questionnaire  or  the  FUl  new  student 
supplement)  can  be  used  as  auxiliary  variables  to  help  predict  language  use  and  proficiency  at 
tenth  grade.  For  students  and  dropouts  in  the  longitudinal  cohort,  their  responses  to  the  language 
items  in  the  BY  questionnaire  can  be  used  as  auxiliary  variables  in  the  imputation  model  to 
predict  missing  responses  on  the  language  items  at  tenth  grade.  For  the  new  students  in  the  new 


Kalton,  G.  and  Kasprzyk,  D.  (1986).  The  treatment  of  missing  survey  data.  Survey  Methodology,  12, 1-16. 


ERJC  Appendix  A»13 


student  supplement  provided  information  similar  to  the  BY  questionnaire.  Therefore,  the  new 
student  supplement  can  be  used  as  an  auxiliary  source  of  information. 


Table  A.13 

Percent  of  Missing  Data  (Item  Nonresponse)  for  LM/LEP  Classification  Items: 

NELS:88  BY  and  FUl  Surveys 


Percent  Missing  Among  Eligible  Respondents 

Item  Number 

Item  Label 

BY 
Smdents 

FUl  Long. 
Smdents 

FUl 
Dropouts 

FUl  Sup. 
Smdents 

BYS17.  BYS17. 
BYS17,  FlNll 

Other  language  used  before 
school 

0.6 

2.8 

BYS18.  BYS18. 
BYS18,  F1N12 

First  language  learned  before 
school 

8.4 

17.1 

BYS2UF1S54, 
F1D41,  na 

Other  language  used  in  home 

0.2 

0.7 

0.0 

na 

BYS22,  F1S55A, 
F1D42A,  na 

Language  usually  used  in  home 

j.o 

1  1  ^ 

7 

/  ,J 

nfl 

BYS27A,  F1S57A. 
F1D44A,  F1N17A 

How  weU  understands  English 

2.3 

11.3 

0.3 

6.9 

BYS27B,  F1S37B, 
F1D44B,  F1N17B 

How  weU  speaks  English 

2.3 

11.3 

0.7 

6.9 

BYS27C,  F1S57C, 
F1D44C,  F1N17C 

How  weU  reads  English 

3.7 

11.3 

0.7 

6.9 

BYS27D,  F1S57D, 
F1D44D,  F1N17D 

How  well  writes  English 

3.8 

11.3 

0.7 

6.9 

BYS29,  BYS29, 
BYS29,  FIN  18 

Ever  participated  in  language 
assistance  program 

6.5 

41J 

BYS30H,  F1S58, 
F1D45,  F1N19J 

Participated  in  language 
assistance  program  in  this 
grade 

41.1 

11.9 

38.8 

68.6 

BYT1J2,  F1TU2, 
F1T1^12,  F1TL12 

Teachers'  LEP  ratings 

7.5 
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APPENDIX  B 

ITEM  FLOW  AND  FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTIONS  OF  NELS:88  ITEMS 

DISCUSSED  IN  THE  REPORT 


NEI.S:88  Codebook  Extract 

This  appendix  provides  detailed  background  information  about  selected  survey  items 
presented  to  the  NELS:88  youth,  teacher,  and  parent  samples.  Figures  B.l  and  B.2  are  flow 
charts  that  illustrate  the  pattern  of  data  items  and  skips  for  students  and  dropouts  in  the  base  year 
survey  and  the  first  foUowup  surveys.  The  balance  of  the  appendix  presented  unweighted 
frequencies  for  the  items  discussed  in  the  other  sections  of  this  report. 


Fieure  B.l 

Stnicuirv  oT  the  Langyafc  Ittns  ia       Base-Yur  Student  Questionnaire 


SP 
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Figure 

Structure  of  the  Lmnguate  Items  in  the  FUl 
Student  and  Dropout  Questionnaire 
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lilG 


BASX  YBM  CONPOSITS  ITSfS 


Variable:     BYLXP  LINITSD  DIGLISH  PROFICIBNCY  COKPOSITX 

Module:  1S2  Position:  435-435 

BYLEP  specifies  whether  the  student  had  Limited  English 
Proficiency.  It  was  constructed  from  the  student  self -evaluation  and 
the  teacher  evaluations  for  proficiency  in  using  the  English 
language.     BYLEP  was  set  to  1  if  the  student  responded  to  any  of 
BYS27A,   BYS27B,  BYS27C,  or  BYS27D  with  4   ("Not  very  well"),   or  if 
either  teacher  marked  yes  to  BYT1_12,  which  asks  if  the  student  is  a 
Limited  English  Proficiency  student.  If  both  the  student  responses  to 
ByS27A-D  and  the  teacher  response  to  BYT1_12  were  missing,  BYLEP  was 
set  to  missing.  It  was  0  otherwise.    The  values  for  BYLEP  are: 

0  =  The  student  is  not  reported  to  be  Limited  English  Proficient 

1  =  The  student  is  self -reported  as  Limited  English  Proficient 

or  so  reported  by  one  of  his  or  her  teachers 
8  =  Missing 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


The  student  is  not  reported 
to  be  Limited  English 

Proficiency   0        23687      96.3%  97.7% 

The  student  is  self -reported 
as  Limited  English  Proficiency 
or  so  reported  by  one  of  his 

or  her  teachers   1  642        2.6%  2.3% 

MISSING   8  270         1.1%  (MISS) 

TOTALS:  24599     100.0%  100.0% 


Variable:     BYLN  LAMSaAGX  XINORITY  COKPOSITX 

Module:  1S2  Position:  436-436 

BYLM  specifies  vrtiether  the  student  was  classified  as  Language 
Minority  (from  a  home  in  which  a  lamguage  other  than  English  is 
typically  spoken)  .  If  either  teacher  answered  yes  to  BYT1_11,  or  if 
the  student  response  to  BYS22  indicated  a  language  other  thcua  English 
was  usually  spoken  in  the  home  (values  2-13),  the  student  was 
classified  as  L£uigaage  Minority.  If  both  the  student  response  to 
BYS22  and  his  or  her  teachers'  response  to  BYTl^ll  were  missing,  the 
value  for  BYLM  was  set  to  missing.  It  was  0  otherwise.     It  is 
important  to  take,  account  of  student  self-reports  of  language 
minority  status,  since  the  base  year  data  suggest  that  teachers 
underreportod  the  language  minority  status  of  Hispanics,  Asians,  and 
other  groups  as  well.     The  values  for  BYLM  are: 

0  =  The  student  is  not  classified  Language  Minority 

1  =  The  student  is  classified  Language  Minority 
8  =  Missing 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


The  student  is  not  considered 

Language  Minority  

The  student  is  classified 

Language  Minority  

MISSING  

TOTALS : 


0  20876  84.9%  88.3% 

1  3715  15.1%  11.7% 
8                8  .0%  (MISS) 

24599  100.0%  100.0% 


Appendix  B'3 


BASS  YSAH  COMPOSZTX  ITXNS 


Variable:     BYLIP  IiIMZTSD  DIGLZSB  PROFZCZDICY  C0NPOSZ7X 

Module:  1S2  Position:  435-435 

BYLEP  specifies  whether  the  student  had  Limited  English 
Proficiency.  It  was  constructed  from  the  student  self -evaluation  and 
the  teacher  evaluations  for  proficiency  in  using  the  English 
language.     BYLEP  was  set  to  1  if  the  student  responded  to  any  of 
BYS27A,  BYS27B,  BYS27C,  or  BYS27D  with  4   ("Not  very  well"),   or  if 
either  teacher  marked  yes  to  BYTl_12,  which  asks  if  the  student  is  a 
Limited  English  Proficiency  student.  If  both  the  student  responses  to 
BYS27A-D  and  the  teacher  response  to  BYTl_12  were  missing,  BYLEP  was 
set  to  missing.  It  was  0  otherwise.     The  values  for  BYLEP  are: 

0  =  The  student  is  not  reported  to  be  Limited  English  Proficient 

1  =  The  student  is  self-reported  as  Limited  English  Proficient 

or  so  reported  by  one  of  his  or  her  teachers 
8  =  Missing 

Percent 

Labe  1  C  ode    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


The  student  is  not  reported 
to  be  Limited  English 

Proficiency  

The  student  is  self-reported 
as  Limited  English  Proficiency 
or  so  reported  by  one  of  his 

or  her  teachers  

MISSING  

TOTALS : 


23687       96.3%  97.7% 


1  642        2.6%  2.3% 

8  270        1.1%  (MISS) 

24599     100.0%  100.0% 


********************** 


Variable:  BYlif 
Module:  1S2 


UMSaHGZ  MZNOHZTY  COKPOSZTI 

Position:  436-436 


BYLM  specifies  whether  the  student  was  classified  as  Language 
Minority  (from  a  home  in  which  a  language  other  than  English  is 
typically  spoken)  .  If  either  teacher  answered  yes  to  BYTl_ll,  or  if 
the  student  response  to  BYS22  indicated  a  language  other  than  English 
was  usually  spoken  in  the  home  (values  2-13),  the  student  was 
classified  as  Language  Minority,  llf  both  the  student  response  to 
BYS22  and  his  or  her  teachers'  reijponse  to  BYTl_ll  were  missing, 
value  for  BYLM  was  set  to  missing.  It  was  0  othearwise.     It  is 
important  to  tedce  account  of  student  self-reports  of  language 
minority  status,  since  the  base  year  data  suggest  that  teachers 
underreported  the  latnguage  minority  status  of  Hispanics,  Asians, 
other  groups  as  well.     The  values  for  BYLM  are: 

0  =  The  student  is  not  classified  Lamguage  Minority 

1  =  The  student  is  classified  Language  Minority 
8  =i  Missing 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


the 


and 


The  student  is  not  considered 

Latnguage  Minority  

The  student  is  classified 

Lamguage  Minority  

MISSING  


TOTALS : 


0  20876  84.9%  88.3% 

1  3715  15.1%  11.7% 
8                8  .0%  (MISS) 

24599  100.0%  100.0% 


Appendix 


I 


♦***♦♦***♦*******★**★★★***★*★★★★**********★*******♦*** **♦*****★♦♦* 

Variable:     BYS20  UVmUAGX  R  USOXLLY  SPEAKS  BKW 

Module:  ISl  Position:  34-35 

What  language  do  you  USUALLY  speak  NOW?     (MARK  ONE) 


Percent 


Label 

v-Oue 

Frequency  Raw 

1 

23304 

94.7% 

97.8% 

2 

327 

1.3% 

1.5% 

3 

30 

.1% 

.1% 

4 

9 

.0% 

.0% 

5 

14 

.1% 

.0% 

6 

25 

.1% 

.1% 

7 

7 

.0% 

.0% 

8 

52 

.2% 

.2% 

9 

7 

.0% 

.0% 

10 

2 

.0% 

.0% 

11 

3 

.0% 

.0% 

12 

4 

.0% 

.0% 

13 

87 

.4% 

.2% 

96 

268 

1.1% 

(MISS) 

98 

460 

1.9% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

24599 

100.0% 

100.0% 

★************************************************** ****************** 
Variable;     BYS21  ANY  OTHER  LAHQUAGB  SPOKEN  XH  R'S  HOKE 

Module:  ISl  Position:  36-36 

Is  any  language  other  than  English  spoken  in  your  home? 
(MARK  ONE) 


Label 


Percent 
Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Yes  

No  

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE. 

REFUSAL  

MISSING  


1  5598  22.8%  17.8% 

2  18944  77.0%  82.2% 

6  1  .0%  (MISS) 

7  2  .0%  (MISS) 

8  54  .2%  (MISS) 


TOTALS: 


24599     100.0%  100.0% 


1119 


Variable:     BYS20  UUffSaAGK  R  USUALLY  NOW 

Module:  ISl  Position:  34-35 

What  language  do  you  USUALLY  speak  NOW?     (MARK  ONE) 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

23304 

94. 

7% 

97.8% 

2 

327 

1, 

3% 

1.5% 

3 

30 

1% 

.1% 

4 

9 

0% 

.0% 

5 

14 

1% 

.0% 

6 

25 

1% 

.1% 

7 

7 

0% 

.D% 

8 

52 

2% 

.2% 

9 

7 

0% 

.0% 

10 

2 

.0% 

.0% 

11 

3 

.0% 

.0% 

12 

4 

.0% 

.0% 

Other  (specify)  

13 

87 

.4% 

.2% 

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE  

96 

268 

1 

.1% 

(MISS) 

MISSING  

98 

460 

1 

.9% 

(MISS) 

TOTAXS : 

24599 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:     BYS21  ANY  OTKXK  LAMSUAQB  SPOKEN  IN  R'S  HONS 

Module:  ISl  Position:  36-36 

Is  any  language  other  than  English  spoken  in  your  home? 
(MARK  ONE) 

Percent 

Labe  1  C  ode    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 

Yes   1  5598  22.8%  17.8% 

No   2  18944  77.0%  82.2% 

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE   6  1  .0%  (MISS) 

REFUSAL   7  2  .0%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  54  .2%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  24599     100.0%  100.0% 


erIc 


1119 


Variable:     BYS27C  HOW  HXLL  R  RXXDS  XBIGLZSH 

Module:  ISl  Position:  58-58 


How  well  do  you  do  the  following? 

(MARK 

ONE  EACH) 

How  well  do  you  read  English? 

Label 

Percent 

Code 

Frequency    Raw  WGTD 

1 

4417       18.0%  80.3% 

2 

789        3.2%  13.9% 

Well  

3 

239        1.0%  4.5% 

4 

73           .3%  1.3% 

MISSING  

8 

137           .6%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

9 

18944       77.0%  (MISS) 

TOTALS : 

24599     100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:     ByS27D  HOW  irUL  R  WXaTXS  SI9QLZSH 

Module:  ISl  Position:  59-59 

How  well  do  you  do  the  following?     (MARK  ONE  EACH) 
How  well  do  you  write  English? 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


4275 

17 

4% 

77 

6% 

894 

3 

6% 

15 

9% 

well  

3 

270 

1 

1% 

5 

0% 

Not  very  well  

4 

80 

.3% 

1 

5% 

MISSING  

8 

136 

.6% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

9 

18944 

77 

.0% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

24599 

100 

.6% 

100 

0% 

Variable:     BYS29  R  KVXR  IN  A  LMOaAQX  ASSZSTA9CX  PROORAII 

Module:  ISl  Position:  78-78 

Were  you  ever  enrolled  in  an  English  language /language 
assistance  program,  that  is,  a  program  for  students 
whose  native  language  is  not  English?     (MARK  ONE) 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Yes  

877 

3 

6% 

15 

.7% 

4139 

16 

8% 

84 

.3% 

MISSING  

8 

639 

2 

.6% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP.*  

9 

18944 

77 

.0% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

24599 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

O  __  

ERIC 

Appendix  B'7 


********************************************************************* 

Variable:     BYS30A  CtmOLLXD  XN  UOffQ  ASSXSTAKZ  POC  1ST  ORD 

Module:  ISI  Position:  79-79 

In  which  grade  (s)  were  you  enrolled  in  this  type  of  program? 
(MARK  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 


1st  grade 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Yes   1  381  1.5%  38.6% 

No   2  512  2.1%  61.4% 

MISSING   8  623  2.5%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  23083  93.8%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  24599     100.0%  100.0% 

***************************************************************** 

Variable:     BYS30B  nmOLXJED  IN  XAB»  ASSIS7ANCX  POU  2ND  GRB 

Module:  ISl  Position:  80-80 

In  which  grade  (s)  were  you  enrolled  in  this  type  of  program? 


(MARK  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 


2nd  grade 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Yes   1  349  1.4%  36.2% 

No   2  544  2.2%  63.8% 

MISSING   8  623  2.5%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  23083  93.8%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  24599     100.0%  100.0% 

******************************i^************************************** 

Variable:     BYS30C  KBmOLUCD  TS  LAMO  ASS23TABICX  POM  3RX)  GRD 

Module:  ISl  Position:  81-81 

In  which  grade (s)  were  you  enrolled  in  this  type  of  program? 


(MARK  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 


3rd  grade 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frecfuency    Raw  WGTD 


Yes   1  304  1.2%  31.5% 

NO   2  589  2.4%  68.5% 

MISSING   8  623  2.5%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  23083  93.8%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  24599     100.0%  100.0% 

********************************************************************* 

Variable:     BYS30D  XMROLLED  XN  LAMO  ASSZSTAKZ  P<3N  4TH  ORD 

Module:  ISl  Position:  82-82 

In  which  grade (s)  were  you  enrolled  in  this  type  of  program? 


(MARK  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 
4th  grade 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

229 

9% 

24 

6% 

2 

664 

2 

7% 

75 

4% 

MISSING  

8 

623 

2 

5% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

9 

23083 

93 

8% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

24599 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

 UZ^ 

Special  Issues  AfuUysis  CenUr 


erJc 


Variable:     BYS30I  QSHOLUED  IN  UUffG  ASSISTAMCS  PGM  5TH  GRD 

Module:  ISl  Position:  83-83 

In  vdiich  grade (s)  were  you  enrolled  in  this  type  of  program? 

(MARK  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 
5th  grade 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

199 

8% 

23.0% 

2 

694 

2 

8% 

77  .0% 

8 

623 

2 

5% 

(MISS) 

9 

23083 

93 

8% 

(MISS) 

24599 

100 

.0% 

100  .0% 

Yes  

No  

MISSING  

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

TOTALS : 

Variable:     BYS30F  mROldJSD  IN  LANG  ASSZSTABICX  ?GN  6Ta  GRD 

Module:  ISl  Position:  84-84 

In  which  grade  (s)  were  you  enrolled  in  this  type  of  program? 

(MARK  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 
6th  grade 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

170 

7% 

20.6% 

2 

723 

2 

.9% 

79  .4% 

8 

623 

2 

.5% 

(MISS) 

9 

23083 

93 

.8% 

(MISS) 

24599 

100 

.0% 

100 .0% 

Yes  

No  

MISSING  

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

TOTALS : 

*  ********************************************************* 
Variable:     BYS30Q  XNROLLXD  IN  ZJU«Q  ASSZSTABICX  PGM  7TH  ORX) 

Module:  ISl  Position:  85-85 

In  \(diich  grade  (s)  were  you  enrolled  in  this  type  of  program? 

(MARK  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 
7th  grade 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

135 

.5% 

15 

6% 

2 

758 

3 

.1% 

84 

.4% 

8 

623 

2 

.5% 

(MISS) 

9 

23083 

93 

.8% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

24599 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

♦♦♦♦*****♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦****♦*♦******♦*♦♦♦****** 

Itirit'kitit** 

it  it  it  it 

*  *  *  4 

Ir  ★  *  * 

k  irit  it 

Variable:     BYS30H  SNROLLCD  IN  LANG  ASSISTANCX  PGM  8TR  GRD 

Module:  ISl  Position:  86-86 

In  which  grade  (s)  were  you  enrolled  in  this  type  of  program? 

(MARK  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 
8th  grade 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Yes  

No  

MISSING  

LEGITIMATE  SKIP. 

TOTALS : 


1 

124 

5% 

15.9% 

2 

769 

3 

1% 

84.1% 

8 

623 

2 

.5% 

(MISS) 

9 

23083 

93 

.8% 

(MISS) 

24599 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

Appendix  8-9 


RPST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


BASS  YXAK  PKKOn  QUXSTIOBQIXZIU: 


****** ♦♦♦*♦**♦♦♦**♦♦**********♦♦********************♦♦♦♦** *********** 


variable:     BYV22A  LABIO  OTER  TEN  EBXSLXSB  SPOKXN  IN  R'S  HOKI 

Module:  3P1  Position:  64-64 

Is  any  language  other  than  English  spoken  in  yo\ir  home? 
{MARK  ONE) 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Yes   1  4359  19.2%  14.5% 

No   2  18244  80.5%  85.5% 

REFUSAL   7  5  .0%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  43  .2%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  22651     100.0%  100.0% 


BASX  YIAX  TKACHXR  QXTKSTXOKBSXXRX 

***********************************************************  ********* 
Variable:     BYT1_11         STUDMrr  IS  LAMGOAGE  MIWORICT 

Module :  4T1  Position:  23-23 

IF  YES  TO  QUESTION  1:   PLEASE  INDICIATE  WHETHER  THIS  STUDENT: 
Is  a  Language  Minority  (LM)  student? 

NOTE:     Language-Minority  (LM)  Students:    A  student  in  whose 
home  a  non-English  language  is  typically  spoken.  Such 
students  may  include  those  whose  English  is  fluent  enough 
to  benefit  from  instruction  in  academic  subjects  offered 
in  English  as  well  as  students  whose  English  proficiency 


is  limited. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Yes   1  2324  5.2%  5.5% 

No   2  39744  89.3%  94.5% 

DON'T  KNOW   6  \256  2.8%  (MISS) 

REFUSAL   7  69  .2%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  1119  2.5%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  44512     100.0%  100.0% 


B*10     Special  Issues  Anaiysis  Center 


Variable:     BYTl^lS        STUDOffT  LZMZTSD  IMLZSB  PROrzcZXNCY 

Module:  4T1  Position:  24-24 

IF  YES  TO  QUESTION  1:   PLEASE  INDICATE  WHETHER  THIS  STUDENT: 
Is  a  Limited  English  Proficiency  (LEP)  student? 
NOTE:     Limited-English-Proficient  (LEP)  Students :  A  student 
whose  native  language  is  other  than  English  and  whose  skills 
in  listening  to,   speaking,  reading,   or  writing  English  are 
such  that  he/she  derives  little  benefit  from  school  instruc- 
tion in  English. 


Percent 

Labe  1  C  ode    Fre  quency    Raw  WGTD 


Yes   1  653  1.5%  1.5% 

No   2  41785  93.9%  98.5% 

DON'T  KNOW   6  839  1.9%  (MISS) 

REFUSAL   7  69  .2%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  1166  2.6%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  44512     100.0%  100.0% 


rZKST  rOLLOWTTP  XTEHS 

FZRST  rOLLOIfUP  IK-SCHOOL  STUDENT  QUESTZOMNIilRX 

Variable:     riS34C  XVER  BBXM  ZN  BZLZHSaAL/BZCULTURAL  CLASS 

Module:  1S3  Position:  213-213 

Have  you  ever  been  in  any  of  the  following  kinds  of  courses 
or  programs  in  high  school?     (MARK  ONE) 
Bilingual  or  bicultural  program 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


YES   1  3090  14.9%  16.5% 

NO   2  14477  69.9%  83.5% 

NONRESPONDENTS  &  DROPOUTS...  2485  12.0%  (MISS) 

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE   6  3  .0%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  651  3.1%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  20706     100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:     F1S340  KVKK  BUN  IN  OIGLZSH  AS  SSCOND  LANG  9R0Q 

Module:  1S3  Position:  214-214 

Have  you  ever  been  in  any  of  the  following  kinds  of  courses 


or  programs  in  high  school?     (MARK  ONE) 
English  as  a  Second  Language  program 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


YES  

1 

2101 

10 

1% 

11.9% 

NO  

2 

15477 

74 

7% 

88.1% 

NONRESPONDENTS  &  DROPOUTS . . . 

2485 

12 

0% 

(MISS) 

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE  

6 

1 

.0% 

(MISS) 

MISSING  

8 

642 

3 

1% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

Appendix  B-H 


********************************************************************* 

variable:  riS54 
Module:  1S3 


UUnUASX  BXSXDXS  mSLISH  SPOKXK  AT  BOKX 

Position:  365-365 


Is  any  other  language  besides  English  spoken  in  your  home? 
NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  also. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


YES  

NO  

NONRESPONDENTS , 
MISSING  


1  4266  20.6%  18.4% 

2  14873  71.8%  81.6% 

1442  7.0%  (MISS) 

8            125  .6%  (MISS) 


TOTALS : 


20706     100.0%  100.0% 


***************^*************************************^**********^**** 


Variable:  rlS55 
Module:   1S3  * 


VfBXT  OTHXR  LMIGUAGS  IS  SPOKXN  AT  HOMB 

Position:  366-367 


What  other  language  is  spoken  in  your  home? 

NOTE:     This  variaible  includes  data  for  dropouts  also. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

2174 

10 

.5% 

58.1% 

2 

205 

1 

.0% 

2.8% 

3 

47 

.2% 

1.2% 

4 

125 

.6% 

1.7% 

A  FILIPINO  LANGUAGE  

5 

179 

.9% 

3.4% 

6 

118 

.6% 

3.3% 

7 

179 

.9% 

5.7% 

8 

127 

.6% 

4.0% 

9 

33 

.2% 

1.1% 

10 

32 

.2% 

.9% 

11 

27 

.1% 

.7% 

12 

124 

.6% 

1.9% 

13 

22 

.1% 

.3% 

14 

509 

2 

.5% 

15.0% 

1442 

7 

.0% 

(MISS) 

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE  

96 

87 

.4% 

(MISS) 

98 

403 

1 

.9% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

99 

14873 

71 

.8% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

***************************'****************************************** 
variable:     ri855A  R'S  HATIW  IMStCSUKSm  SPOKKM  AT  HOME 

Module:  1S3  Position:  368-368 

Is  this  your  first  language  (the  first  language  you  leaumed 
v^en  you  were  a  child)  ? 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


erJc 


1 

2037 

9^ 

8% 

56.4% 

2 

1595 

7. 

7% 

43-6% 

NONRESPONDENTS  &  DROPOUTS . . . 

2485 

12. 

0% 

(MISS) 

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE  

6 

1 

0% 

(MISS) 

8 

472 

2. 

3% 

(MISS) 

9 

14116 

68. 

2% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

20706 

100. 

0% 

100.0% 

B*I2     Special  Issues  Analysis  Center 


Variable:  F1S57A 
Module:  1S3 


Kow  wsijL  k  ubidkrstands  sponn  kbkslzsb 

Position:  374-374 


How  well  do  you  do  the  following? 
Under stamd  spoken  English 

NOTE:     This  varia±)le  includes  data  for  dropouts  also. 

Percent 

La±>el  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

3283 

15, 

9% 

82.6% 

2 

559 

2 

7% 

14.2% 

3 

79 

4% 

2.4% 

4 

21 

1% 

.7% 

1442 

7 

.0% 

(MISS) 

8 

449 

2 

.2% 

(MISS) 

9 

14873 

71 

.8% 

(MISS) 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

VERY  WELL  

WELL  

NOT  VERY  WELL  

NOT  AT  ALL  

NONRESPONDENTS  

MISSING  

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

TOTALS: 

Variable:     riS57B  HOW  HSLL  DOX3  R  SPKAK  X2IGLXSH 

Module:  1S3  Position:  375-375 

How  well  do  you  do  the  following? 
Speak  English 

NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  also. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 

VERY  WELL  

WELL  

NOT  VERY  WELL  

NOT  AT  ALL  

NONRESPONDENTS  

MISSING  

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  ,  


1 

3139 

15, 

2% 

79.1% 

2 

651 

3, 

1% 

17.1% 

3 

122 

r>% 

3.4% 

4 

14 

1% 

.5% 

1442 

7 

0% 

(MISS) 

8 

465 

2 

2% 

(MISS) 

9 

14873 

71 

.8% 

(MISS) 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

TOTALS: 

Variable:     riS57C  HOW  WXU  DOSS  R  RXAD  SMOLZSH 

Module:  1S3  Position:  376-376 

How  well  do  you  do  the  following? 
Read  English 

NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  also. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 

VERY  WELL  

WELL  

NOT  VERY  WELL  

NOT  AT  ALL  

NONRESPONDENTS  

MISSING  

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  


TOTALS: 


1 

3102 

15 

0% 

78.8% 

2 

682 

3 

3% 

17.1% 

3 

120 

6% 

3.4% 

4 

21 

1% 

.7% 

1442 

7 

.0% 

(MISS) 

8 

466 

2 

.3% 

(MISS) 

9 

14873 

71 

.8% 

(MISS) 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

1  fmd  i 
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*********************  ***1lr********************i(^****** 

Variable:     F1S57D  HOW  1fXZ«L  VOX3  R  WKITS  KSXSLISH 

Module:  1S3  Position:  211-311 


How  well  do  you  do  the  following? 
Write  English 

NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  also. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


VERV  WELL  

WELL  

NOT  VERY  WELL  

NOT  AT  ALL  

NONRESPONDENTS  .  . 

MISSING  

LEGITIMATE  SKIP- 

TOTALS: 


1 

2982 

14. 

4% 

75.6% 

2 

785 

3 

8% 

20.0% 

3 

138 

7% 

3.9% 

4 

22 

1% 

.5% 

1442 

7 

0% 

(MISS) 

8 

464 

2 

2% 

(MISS) 

9 

14873 

71 

.8% 

(MISS) 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

********  **ir*************************i' ******************************** 

Variable:  rlS58 
Module:  1S3 


SPXCZAIi  BZLP  Zn  KXADISIQ/WKITIBIQ  KMSLISH 

Position:  378-378 


Since  the  beginning  of  the  ninth  grade,  have  you  received 
special  help  in  reading,  writing,  or  speaking  English? 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


YES  

1 

269 

1, 

3% 

8 

5% 

2 

3349 

16 

2% 

91 

5% 

NONRESPONDENTS  &  DROPOUTS . . . 

2485 

12 

0% 

(MISS) 

MISSING  

8 

487 

2 

4% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

9 

14116 

68 

2% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

FIRST  FOLLOWUF  DKOPOOT  QUXSTIONBOIIIUB 


********************************************************************* 

Variable:     F1D41  LABISUAOX  BXSIDKS  KNQLISH  SPOKOI  AT  HOMK 

Module:  1S5  Position:  256-256 

Is  any  other  language  besides  English  spoken  in  your  home? 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


YES. 
NO.  . 


1  286      27.4%  23.7% 

2  757      72.5%  76.3% 


TOTALS: 


1043     100.0%  100.0% 


ERIC 
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Variable:     F1042  mXT  OTHSR  LANGUAGX  IS  SPOKEN  AT  HOMS 

Module:  1S5  Position:  257-258 


What  other  language  is  spoken  in  yo\ir  home? 

Percent 

LcLbel  Code    Freciuency    Raw  WGTD 


SPANISH  

226 

21 

.7% 

79.0% 

JAPANESE  

3 

1 

.1% 

.2% 

KOREAN  

1 

.1% 

.4% 

3 

.3% 

.9% 

6 

3 

.3% 

.9% 

7 

14 

1 

.3% 

6.8% 

GERMAN  

8 

6 

.6% 

4.5% 

VIETNAMESE  

12 

3 

.3% 

.6% 

13 

1 

.1% 

.1% 

14 

16 

1 

.5% 

6.7% 

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE  

96 

7 

.7% 

(MISS) 

MISSING  

98 

5 

.5% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

99 

757 

72 

.6% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

Variable:     F1B42A  R'S  StATIVX  IMKSUhQZ  SPOKZSf  AT  HOKE 

Module:  1S5  Position:  259-259 

Is  this  your  native  language  (the  first  language  you 
learned  to  speak  when  you  were  a  child)  ? 
NOTE:     This  item  was  not  included  in  the  abbreviated 
questionnaire.     Missing  data  reported  for  this  variable 
reflects  the  256  abbreviated  ciuestionnaire  cases  as  well 


as  any  additional  item  nonresponse. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


YES   1  127  12.2%  61.5% 

NO   2  79  7.6%  38.5% 

MISSING   8  277  26.6%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  560  53.7%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  1043     100.0%  100.0% 

*****^*************************** 

Variable:     F1044A  R'S  UMDERSTABnDINQ  OF  SPOKEN  EBIGLZSH 

Modxilc:  1S5  Position:  268-268 

How  well  do  you  do  the  following? 

How  well  do  you  understand  spoken  English? 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


VERY  WELL   1  211  20.2%  77.5% 

WELL   2  67  6.4%  18.8% 

NOT  VERY  WELL   3  7  .7%  3.7% 

MISSING   8  1  .1%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  757  72.6%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  ^  ^  /\<x  -043     100.0%  100.0% 


o  

ERIC   

Appendix  B-^IS 


*******************************************************«>************* 


variable:     FlDiiB  HOIf  WSXiXi  XX>SS  R  S9SAX  SSQLXSB 

Module:  1S5  Position:  269-269 

How  well  do  you  do  the  following? 
How  well  do  you  speak  English? 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


VERY  WELL   1  199  19,1%  73.8% 

WELL   2  69  6.6%  20.0% 

NOT  VERY  WELL   3  16  1.5%  6.2% 

MISSING   8  2  .2%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  7  57  72.6%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  1043     100.0%  100.0% 


A***************-*******  ********************************************** 

Variable:     riD44C  HOW  IfZU  DOSS  R  RKAD  SBiKSLISH 

Module:  1S5  Position:  270-270 

How  well  do  you  read  English? 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


VERY  WELL   1  190  18.2%  69.3% 

WELL   2  79  7.6%  27.6% 

NOT  VERY  WELL   3  14  1.3%  2.9% 

NOT  AT  ALL   4  1  .1%  .1% 

MISSING   8  2  .2%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  7  57  72.6%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  1043     100.0%  100.0% 


*********************************** ********************************** 
Variable:     riI>44D  HOW  WSLL  DOBS  R  NXITX  XBIQLISE 

Module:  1S5  Position:  271-271 

How  well  do  you  write  English? 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


VERY  WELL  

1 

188 

18 

0% 

69 

.8% 

2 

74 

7 

1% 

22 

7% 

NOT  VERY  WELL  

3 

21 

2 

0% 

7 

.3% 

NOT  AT  ALL  

4 

1 

1% 

.1% 

8 

2 

2% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

9 

757 

72 

.6% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

ERIC       B*/tf     Social  Issues  Analysis  Center 
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Variable:     riX>45  SZNCX  STB  QRAM  DID  R  MC  SPECIAL  KXLP 

Module:  1S5  Position:  272-272 

Since  the  eighth  grade,  while  you  were  in  school,  did 
you  ever  receive  special  help  in  reading,  writing,  or 
speaking  English? 

NOTE:     This  item  was  not  included  in  the  abbreviated 
questionnaire.     Missing  data  reported  for  this  vsiriable 
reflect  the  256  abbreviated  questionnaire  cases  as  well 
as  any  additional  item  nonresponse. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


YES  

1 

40 

3 

.8% 

20. 

7% 

NO  

2 

166 

15 

.9% 

79. 

3% 

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE  

6 

1 

.1% 

(MIS 

S) 

8 

276 

26 

.5% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

9 

560 

53 

.7% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100. 

0% 

FIRST  rOLLOWTTP  Vm  STUDENT  SUPPLEKEZTT 


Variable:  FlNll 
Module:  1S6 


DXD  R  SPKAK  A  LAtlOaAQX  OTH  THAN  KSKSLISH 

Position:  752-752 


Before  you  started  going  to  school,  did  you  speaJc  any 
language  other  than  English? 

NOTE:  This  variable  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
year  pairticipaints  vdio  were  not  required  to  complete  a 
new  student  supplement. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


YES  

1 

201 

19 

3% 

16 

.6% 

NO  

2 

751 

72 

.0% 

83 

.4% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA 

80 

7 

.7% 

(MISS) 

MISSING  

8 

11 

1 

.1% 

(MI 

SS) 

TOTALS: 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

ERIC 
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variable:     rlN12  1ST  CJU0SaJU3X  R  XJEAlUnD  TO  SPXAK 

Module :  1S6  Position :  753 -754 

What  was  the  first  language  you  learned  to  speak  when  you 
were  a  child? 

NOTE:  This  variable  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
year  participants  who  were  not  required  to  corrplete  a 
new  student  supplement. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


ENGLISH   1  37  3 . 5%  17 . 8% 

SPANISH   2  133  12.8%  61.8% 

CHINESE   3  2  .2%  1.2% 

KOREAN   5  1  .1%  .5% 

ITALIAN   7  1  .1%  .3% 

FRENCH   8  7  .7%  8.0% 

GERMAN   9  3  .3%  1.0% 

POLISH   11  1  .1%  .4% 

OTHER   15  13  1.2%  8.9% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA  80  7.7%  (MISS) 

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE   96  3  .3%  (MISS) 

MISSING   98  11  1.1%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   99  751  72.0%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  1043     100.0%  100.0* 


Variable:     FINITA  R  SNQLISS  mOOX  SPOKXN  BY  OTH 

Module:   1S6  Position:  765-765 


Hov/  well  do  you  do  the  following? 
Understand  spoken  English 

NOTE:  Although  this  variable  does  not  include  base  year 
data,  values  were  receded  to  match  equivalent  categories 
on  base  year  question  BYS27. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

26 

2. 

5% 

74.9% 

3 

8 

8% 

20.9% 

4 

1 

1% 

4.2% 

BY  RESPONDENTS  NOT  MAPPED .  .  . 

765 

73* 

3% 

(MISS) 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA  

80 

7 

7% 

(MISS) 

7 

2 

2% 

(MISS) 

8 

2 

2% 

(MISS) 

9 

159 

15 

.2% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

1132 
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Variable :     riNlTB          HOIf  VOUiL  DOSS  R  SPIXK  iOfQLlSB 

Module:  1S6  Position:  766-766 

SpeaOc  English 

NOTE:  Although  this  variadDle  does  not  include  base  year 
data,  values  were  recoded  to  match  equivalent  categories 
on  base  year  question  BYS27, 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


VERY  v;ell  

WELL  

NOT  VERY  WELL  

BY  RESPONDENTS  NOT  MAPPED. . . 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA  

REBTJSAL  

MISSING  

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

TOTALS : 


1 

27 

2, 

6% 

77  .9% 

3 

7 

7% 

17  .8% 

4 

1 

1% 

4.3% 

765 

73 

3% 

(MISS) 

80 

7 

7% 

(MISS) 

7 

2 

2% 

(MISS) 

8 

2 

.2% 

(MISS) 

9 

159 

15 

.2% 

(MISS) 

1043 

100 

.  0% 

100.0% 

**«**«*********************************:^*********************«******* 

Variable:     FINITC  aOW  IfXLL  DOX3  R  RXAD  KSKSLXSH 

Module:  1S6  Position:  767-767 

Read  English 

NOTE:  Although  this  variable  does  not  include  base  year 
data,  values  were  recoded  to  match  equivalent  categories 
on  base  year  question  BYS27 . 

Percent 

Laibel  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


VERY  WELL  

WELL  

NOT  VERY  WELL  

NOT  AT  ALL  

BY  RESPONDENTS  NOT  MAPPED .  .  . 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA  

REFUSAL  

MISSrNG  

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

TOTALS : 


1 

24 

2 

3% 

63.2% 

3 

8 

8% 

29.5% 

4 

2 

2% 

6.3% 

5 

1 

1% 

1.0% 

765 

73 

.3% 

(MISS) 

80 

7 

.7% 

(MISS) 

7 

2 

.2% 

(MISS) 

8 

2 

.2% 

(MISS) 

9 

159 

15 

.2% 

(MISS) 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

♦****************^****************************************** ********* 

variable:     FIHITD  XCm  ^nJUU  DOSS  K  HRXTX  SHOLZSII 

Module:  1S6  Position:  768-768 

Write  English 

NOTE:  Although  this  variaible  does  not  include  base  year 
data,  values  were  recoded  to  match  equivalent  categories 
on  base  year  question  BYS27. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


erJc 


VERY  WELL  

WELL  

NOT  VERY  WELL  

NOT  AT  ALL  

BY  RESPONDENTS  NOT  MAPPED, 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA  

REFUSAL  

MISSING  

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

TOTALS : 


^  33 


1 

24 

2 

.3% 

70.2% 

3 

7 

.7% 

19.9% 

4 

3 

.3% 

8.9% 

5 

1 

.1% 

1.0% 

765 

73 

.3% 

80 

7 

.7% 

(MISS) 

7 

2 

.2% 

(MISS) 

8 

2 

.2% 

(MISS) 

9 

159 

15 

.2% 

(MISS) 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

Appendix  8-19 


Variable:     TlSlB  DID  R  KVXK  RICSXVE  SPSCZAIi  HXLP  XM  SCKL 

Module:  1S6  Position:  769-769 

Have  you  ever  received  special  help  in  reading,  writing,  or 
speatking  English  during  school  hours? 
NOTE:     This  variable  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
yeax  participants  who  were  not  required  to  complete  a 
new  student  supplement. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


YES  

1 

41 

3 

9% 

28 

2% 

2 

149 

14 

3% 

71 

.8% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA 

80 

7 

7% 

(MISS) 

MISSING  

8 

97 

9 

.3% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

9 

676 

.  64 

.8% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

*************************************************** 

Variable:     FlNldA  R  mROLUCD  IN  THIS  PROQRAIC  IN  1ST  GRADS 

Module:  1S6  Position:  770-770 

In  which  grade  (s)  were  you  enrolled  in  this  type  of  program? 
1st  grade 

NOTE:  This  varia±)le  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
year  participauits  who  were  not  required  to  con^^lete  a 
new  student  supplement. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


APPLIES   1  19  1.8%  38.2% 

DOES  NOT  APPLY   2  23  2.2%  61.8% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA  80  7.7%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  96  9.2%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  825  79.1%  (MISS) 

TOTALS:  1043     100.0%  100.0% 

********************************************************************* 
Variable:     riVlSB  R  mROLLSD  IK  THIS  PROGRAM  IN  2MD  GRADS 

Module:   1S6  Position:  771-771 

2nd  grade 


NOTE:  This  variable  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
year  participants  who  were  not  required  to  coicplete  a 
new  student  supplement. 

Percent 

Laibel  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

15 

1 

4% 

21 

7% 

DOES  NOT  APPLY  

2 

27 

2 

6% 

78 

3% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA 

80 

7 

7% 

(MISq) 

8 

96 

9 

2% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

9 

825 

79 

.1% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

1134 
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****************************************************************** 

Variable:     riNl9C  R  SBCROLLSD  IN  THIS  PROGRAM  IV  3RD  QRADS 

Module:  1S6  Position:  772-772 

3rd  grade 

NOTE:  This  variable  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
year  participants  who  were  not  required  to  complete  a 
new  student  supplement. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

12 

1. 

2% 

15 

4% 

2 

30 

2 

9% 

84 

.6% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA 

80 

7 

7% 

(MISS) 

8 

96 

9 

.2% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

•9 

825 

79 

.1% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

Variable:     F1N19D  R  XSROLLXO  IN  TBIS  PROGRAM  IN  iTK  GRADX 

Module:  1S6  Position:  773-773 

4th  grade 

NOTE:  This  varisLble  includes  base  year,  data  for  base 
year  participants  who  were  not  required  to  complete  a 
new  student  supplement. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

12 

1 

2% 

30 

6% 

2 

30 

2 

9% 

69 

4% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA 

80 

7 

7% 

(MISS) 

8 

96 

9 

.2% 

(MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP  

9 

825 

79 

.1% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

********************************************************************* 
Variable:     F1N19X  R  KNROUJCD  IN  TBIS  PROGRiOC  IN  STB  GRADK 

Module:  1S6  Position:  774-774 

5th  grade 

NOTE:  This  variadole  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
year  participants  who  were  not  required  to  conqplete  a 
new  student  supplement. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

14 

1. 

3% 

52 

0% 

DOES  NOT  APPLY  

2 

28 

2 

7% 

48 

.0% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA 

80 

7 

7% 

(MISS) 

MISSING  

8 

96 

9 

2% 

(MISS) 

9 

825 

79 

.1% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

ERIC 


BEST  COPY  AVAILABLE 


Appendix  B-ll 


Variable:     rVSS19T  R  XSmoXiLZD  IS  THIS  PROGRAX  IN  €TB  QRADK 

Module:  1S6  Position:  775-775 

6th  grade 

NOTE:  This  variable  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
year  participants  who  were  not  required  to  complete  a 
new  student  supplement. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


APPLIES   1  14  1.3%  23.0% 

DOES  NOT  APPLY   2  28  2.7%  77.0% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA  80  7.7%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  96  9.2%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  825  79.1%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  1043     100.0%  100.0% 

********************************************************************* 
Variable:     ri»19G  R  ZSOLOhLXD  IN  THIS  PROGRAM  ZM  7TH  GRADX 

Module:  1S6  Position:  776-776 

7th  grade 


NOTE:  This  variable  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
year  participants  who  were  not  required  to  coirplete  a 
new  student  supplement. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


APPLIES   1  9  .9%  11.3% 

DOES  NOT  APPLY   2  33  3.2%  88.7% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA  80  7.7%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  96  9,2%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SXIP   9  825  79,1%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  1043     100.0%  100.0% 

********************************************************************* 
Variable:     riH19H  R  KKROLLBD  IH  miS  PROGRAM  ZM  8TR  GRADX 

Module:  1S6  Position:  777-777 

8th  grade 


NOTE:  This  variaible  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
year  participants  who  were  not  required  to  coiii>lete  a 
new  student  supplement. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

8 

8% 

12 

.4% 

DOES  NOT  APPLY  

2 

34 

.  3 

3% 

87 

.6% 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA 

80 

7 

7% 

(MISS) 

8 

96 

9 

2% 

(MISS) 

9 

825 

79 

.1% 

(MI 

SS) 

TOTALS: 

1043 

100 

.0% 

100 

,0% 

li3C 


B*22     Special  Issues  Analysis  CetUer 


Variable:     riSTlSZ  R  XBOtOLLED  IH  THIS  PROGRAM  IK  STB  GRADE 

Module:  1S6  Position:  IIS-IIS 

9  th  gr  vde 

NOTE:    No  con?3arable  item  existed  in  the  base  year.  As 
such  this  variable  does  not  include  base  year  data. 


Percent 

LeJoel  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


APPLIES   1  1  .1%  69.3% 

DOES  NOT  APPLY   2  1  .1%  30.7% 

BY  RESPONDENTS  NOT  MAPPED...  765  73.3%  (MISS) 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA   80  7.7%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  66  6.3%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  130  12.5%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  1043     100.0%  100.0% 

**********************************  wA^***********-********-* 

Variable:     riH19J  R  SNROLUO)  IK  THZS  PROGRAM  IN  lOTE  GRADX 

Module:  1S6  Position:  779-779 


10th  grade 

NOTE:  No  coirparable  item  existed  in  the  base  year.  As 
such  this  variable  does  not  include  base  year  data. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


APPLIES   1  1  .1%  69.3% 

DOES  NOT  APPLY   2  1  .1%  30.7% 

BY  RESPONDENTS  NOT  MAPPED...  765  73.3%  (MISS) 

NO  BY  OR  NSS  DATA   80  7.7%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  66  6.3%  (MISS) 

LEGITIMATE  SKIP   9  130  12.5%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  1043     100.0%  100.0% 

FIRST  rOUiOWXTP  TZACHER  QUESTIONNAIRE 

********************************************************************* 

Variable:     FlTl_12         STU3>ENT  IS  LIMITED  ENGLISH  PROFICIESn 

Module:  4T3  Position:  31-31 


Is  this  student  a  Limited  Engish  Proficient  (LEP)  student? 
An  LEP  student  is  a  Language  Minority  student  who  has 
limited  English  language  skills. 

NOTE:    A  Limited  English  Proficient  student  is  a  Language 
Minority  student,  either  LEP  or  NEP,  whose  native 
language  is  one  other  thain  English  and  whose  skills 
in  listening  to,  speaking,  reading,  or  writing 
English  are  such  that  he/she  derives  little  benefit 
from  school  instruction  delivered  in  English, 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frecjuency    Raw  WGTD 


YES   1  496  1.8%  1.9% 

NO   2  26770  95.6%  96.5% 

DON'T  KNOW   3  492  1.8%  1.7% 

MISSING   8  236  .8%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  27994     100.0%  100.0% 


1x37 


Youth  D«Bographic  Characteristics 


Base  Yaar  Itaas 

*************************************************<.***** 
variable:     SXX  COKPOSZTE  SXX 

Module:  1S2  Position:  383-:)83 

SEX  was  taken  first  from  the  "Your  Background"   (BYS12)  section 
of  the  student  cjuestionnaire.  If  this  source  was  missing  or  not 
available,   then  the  value  of  the  variable  SEX  assigned  on  the  school 
roster  was  used.     If  SEX  was  still  missing,  it  was  imputed  from  the 
respondent's  name.  On  any  records  for  which  this  could  not  be  done 
unambiguously,  this  variable  had  a  value  of  1  or  2  rcuidomly  assigned. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 

Male   1        12241      49.8%     50 .1% 

Female   2        12358      50.2%  49.9% 

TOTALS:  24599     100.0%  100.0% 


************************************ 

Variable:     RACK  COKPOSITX  RACK 

Module:  1S2  Position:  384-384 

RACE  was  constructed  from  BYS31A.       See  NELS:88  First  Follow-Up: 
Student  Component  Data  Users'  Mauiual  Vol.  1  for  more  details  on  how 
this  composite  was  constructed. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

1527 

6 

2% 

3 

5% 

Hispanic,  regardless  of  race.. 

2 

3171 

12 

9% 

10 

4% 

Black,  not  of  Hispanic  origin. 

3 

3009 

12 

2% 

13 

2% 

White,  not  of  Hispanic  origin. 

4 

16317 

66 

3% 

71 

.6% 

Americaui  Indian  or  Alaskan 

5 

299 

1 

.2% 

1 

.3% 

8 

276 

1 

.1% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

24599 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

variable:     BYSX8Q  QUAKTZLX  CODING  OF  BYSXS  VAUIABU 

Module:  1S2  Position:  421-421 

BYSESQ  is  the  cjuartile  into  which  BYSES  falls.     It  was 
coxistnicted  by  recoding  BYSES  into  quartiles  based  on  the  weighted, 
BYQWT,  marginal  distribution. 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Quartile  1 

low  

1 

5934 

24 

.1% 

24  .9% 

Quartile  2 

2 

5788 

23 

.5% 

25.1% 

Quartile  3 

3 

5836 

23 

.7% 

25  .0% 

Quartile  4 

4 

7030 

28 

.6% 

25  .0% 

MISSING. 

8 

11 

.0% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

24599 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

B-24    Sptcial  hstus  Analysis  CtnUr 


Variable:     BYTXRSTD      READING  STANDARDIZED  SCORE 


Module:  1S2  Position:  452-457  .3 

Reading  Standardized  Score 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


23.098  thru  67.499   1.000        23643       96.1%  100.0% 

MISSING   999.998  956        3.9%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  24599     100.0%  100.0% 

********************************** 

Variable:     BYTXRQ  READING  QUARTIUE  (1«L0W) 

Module:  1S2  Position:  470-470 

Reading  Quartile  (l=low) 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Quartile  1  low   1  5828  23.7%  25.8% 

Quartile  2   2  5717  23.2%  25.0% 

Quartile  3   3  5649  23.0%  24.2% 

Quartile  4  high   4  6449  26.2%  25.1% 

MISSING   8  956  3.9%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  24599     100.0%  100.0% 


*************************************ic*************************ir****it 

Variable:     FIDOSTAT      DROPOtTT  STATUS 

Module:  1S4  Position:  698-698 

Indicates  enrollment  status — student,  stopout,  dropout  or  not 
determined. 

Please  note  that  value  5  "Sample  member  had  more  than  one 
dropout  episode",  includes  both  final  student  and  dropout 
participants.     That  is,   this  category  includes  sample  member? 
who  had  dropped  out  of  school  several  times  prior  to  the  spring 
of  1990,  but  as  of  the  spring  of  1990  v^en  sxirveyed,   they  had 
returned  to  school  for  a  period  of  at  least  2  weeks,  and 
therefore,  qualified  to  conplete  a  student  questionnaire. 
NOTE:     This  variaQile  includes  data  for  dropouts  and 
non-respondents . 

Percent 

Labe  1  C  ode    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


DID  NOT  DROP  OUT  

0 

18323 

88 

5% 

92 

3% 

1 

1062 

5 

1% 

% 

SCHL  REPORTD  DROPOUT  

2 

88 

4% 

% 

DROPOUT, BUT  RETURNED  

3 

138 

7% 

8% 

4 

1062 

5 

1% 

6 

.7% 

MORE  THAN  1  EPISODE  

5 

33 

.2% 

.2% 

TOTALS: 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 

Appendix  B-25 


**************************************************** 

Variable:    rlSXX  COKPOSXTS  SXZ 

Module:  1S4  Position:  699-699 

FISEX  was  taken  first  from  the  BY  composite  variable.     For  first 
time  pairticipants — freshened  students  amd  BY  nonrespondents — the 
SEX  composite  was  derived  from  Q.2   (F1N2)  of  the  Fl  New  Student 
Supplement   (NSS)  .     If  a  BY  nonrespondent  did  not  coit^^lete  a  NSS, 
SEX  was  derived  from  the  BY  school  roster.     For  freshened 
students,  if  they  did  not  complete  a  NSS,  FISEX  was  constructed 
from  their  tenth  grade  schools'  report  of  their  sex.     If  the 
value  of  FISEX  was  still  missing,   then  the  value  for  FISEX  was 
imputed  based  upon  the  student's  neime.     On  any  records  for  which 
this  could  not  be  done  unambiguously,   this  variable  was  randomly 
assigned  a  value  of  1  or  2  . 

NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  and 


non-respondents . 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 

MALE   1         10462       50.5%  50.5% 

FEMALE   2         10244       49.5%  49.5% 

TOTALS:  20706     100.0%  100.0% 

♦♦★♦♦♦♦*♦★♦*★*********************************** ********* 
Variable:     rlRACE         COKPOSm  RACH 

Module:  1S4  Position:  700-700 


FIRACE  was  constructed  using  the  BY  composite  "RACE",   the  Fl  New 
Student  Supplement  values  of  F1N8A,  BY  parent  questionnaire  data 
from  BYPIO,  and  school  reported  data.     If  the  BY  composite  RACE 
was  coded  missing  or  was  blank,  the  New  Student  Supplement  data 
were  used.     If  there  was  no  New  Student  Supplement,  the  BY 
parent  data  were  used.     If  RACE  was  still  missing  or  blank, 
either  the  eighth  grade  school  roster  RACE  or  the  tenth  grade 
school  reported  freshened  student  RACE  was  used.    Although  for 
BY  respondents,  no  new  race  data  were  gathered,   some  BY  "race 
unknown"  cases  were  resolved  in  the  Fl,  by  virtue  of  greater  use 
of  parent  data  in  constructing  the  Fl  composite.     (In  the  BY, 
parent  data  were  only  used  as  a  corrective  to  assumed 
over -reporting  of  American  Indian  status  on  the  part  of  student 
sample  members) .    Although  parents  were  asked  about  their  own 
race,  and  correspondence  of  race  of  student  and  any  one  parent 
is  contingent  rather  than  logically  implied,  the  correlation  is 
so  high  for  the  cases  where  data  are  available  from  both  sources 
(responses  matched  almost  92  percent  of  the  time)  ,  that 
inference  from  parent  to  missing  student  race  seems  justified. 
NOTF'    This  varieUole  includes  data  for  dropouts  and 
noa-respondents . 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


ASIAN,  PACIFC  ISLANDR  

1 

1302 

6, 

3% 

3.6% 

2 

2751 

13 

3% 

10.8% 

BLACK,   NOT  HISPANIC  

3 

2218 

10 

7% 

13  .7% 

WHITE,   NOT  HISPANIC  

4 

13837 

66 

8% 

70.6% 

AMER  INDIAN,  ALASKAN  

5 

259 

1 

.3% 

1.3% 

MISSING  

8 

339 

1 

.6% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS: 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

ERIC 


********************************************************* 

Variable:     riSZSQ         SOCZO-KCOBK)MIC  QUAKTZLX 

Module:  1S4  Position:  707-707 

FISESQ  is  the  quartile  into  which  FISES  falls.     It  was 
constructed  by  receding  FISES  into  quartiles  based  on  the 
weighted,  FIQWT,  marginal  distribution. 
NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  and 


non-respondents . 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


QUARTILE  1  LOW   1  4556  22.0%  25.0% 

QUARTILE  2   2  4472  21.6%  25.0% 

QUARTILE  3   3  4378  21.  x%  25.0% 

QUARTILE  4  HIGH   4  5262  25.4%  25.0% 

MISSING   8  2038  9.8%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  20706     100.0%  100.0% 

**************************************************************** 

Variable:     FITXKSTD      lUCASZNS  STANDARDISED  SCORZ 

Module:  1S4  Position:  755-758  .2 


FlTXRSTD    Reading  Standardized  Scores.     See  the  Fl  Student 
Component  Data  File  User's  Manual  for  information  concerning  the 
construction  of  Fl  test  conposites. 

NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  also. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


32.39  TO  67.81   1.00        17832       86.1%  100.0% 

MISSING   99.98  2874       13.9%  (MISS) 

TOTALS:  20706     100.0%  100.0% 

********************************************************** 

Variable:     rlTXJlQ  RSADINQ  QUARTXLB  (1»LGW} 

Module:  1S4  Position:  759-759 


FITXRQ    Reading  Quartile  (1  =  low)  .     See  the  Fl  Student 
Component  Data  File  User's  Mainual  for  information  concerning  the 
construction  of  Fl  test  coitqposites . 

NOTE:    This  variaible  includes  data  for  dropouts  also. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


QUARTILE  1  LOW   1  4232  20.4%  25.1% 

QUARTILE  2   2  4389  21.2%  24.9% 

QU?aiTILE  3   3  4405  21.3%  25.1% 

QUARTILE  4  HIGH   4  4806  23.2%  24.9% 

MISSING   8  2874  13.9%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  20706     100.0%  100.0% 


O  

ERIC 

Appendix  B-27  I 


Variable:     1*1112  vmxT  IS  RXSPOHDSNT'S  SCZ 

Module:  1S4  Position:  867-867 

What  is  your  sex? 

NOTE:    This  variable  includes  base  year  data  for  base 

year  participamts  \^o  were  not  required  to  coit^jlete  a 
new  student  supplement. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


MALE   1  9704  46.9%  50.3% 

FEMALE   2  9640  46.6%  49.7% 

BY  &  IFU  NR  1199  5.8%  (MISS) 

REFUSAL   7  7  .0%  (MISS) 

MISSING   8  156  .8%  (MISS) 


TOTALS:  20706     100.0%  100.0% 

Variable:     riN8A  WHICH  BXST  OKSCRIBKS  R'S  RACK 

Module:  1S4  Position:  876-876 


Which  best  describes  you? 

NOTE:  This  varietble  includes  base  year  data  for  base 
year  participants  yfho  were  not  required  to  con5)lete  a 
new  student  supplement. 

NOffE:    There  is  a  considerable  discrepancy  between  the 
number  of  sample  members  reported  as  Americam  Indian  in 
this  item,  and  in  the  composite  variable.  This  is  owing 
to  the  fact  that  in  the  composite,  parent  report  was 
used  to  "correct"  self-report  on  this  item.  Please  see 
expletnation  of  the  RACE  variable  in  the  appendix  on 
base  year  student  data  weights,   flags  and  derived 
varicdDles . 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


ASIAN  OR  PACIFIC  ISLANDER  

HISPANIC,  REGARDLESS  OF  RACE.. 
BLACK,  NOT  OF  HISPANIC  ORIGIN. 
WHITE,  NOT  OF  HISPANIC  ORIGIN. 
AMERICAN  INDIAN/ALASKAN  NATIVE 
BY  &  IFU  NR 

MULTIPLE  RESPONSE  

REFUSAL  

MISSING  

TOTALS: 


1 

1194 

5 

8% 

3.4% 

2 

2522 

12 

2% 

10.4% 

3 

2046 

S 

9% 

13.6% 

4 

12833 

62 

0% 

68.6% 

5 

713 

3 

4% 

4.0% 

1199 

5 

8% 

(MISS) 

6 

35 

.2% 

(MISS) 

7 

35 

.2% 

(MISS) 

8 

129 

.6% 

(MISS) 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

1142 


JC       B'28     Spteial  Issues  Analysis  CtnUr 


Studant/Youth  Co«po«lt#  Variables 


Variable:     G8CTKL  SCHOOL  COMTROL  COKPOSm 

Module:   1S2  Position:  375-375 

G8CTRL  classifies  the  type  of  school  into  public,  Catholic, 
other  religious,  and  nonsectariaui  private  schools,  as  reported  by  the 
school  administrator.  The  classification  was  collapsed  from  BYSC4 . 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1, 

19396 

78, 

8% 

88 

0% 

2 

2602 

10 

6% 

7 

6% 

Private,  Other  Religious 

3 

1092 

4 

4% 

2 

.9% 

Private,  No  Religious 

4 

1509 

6 

1% 

1 

.5% 

TOTALS : 

24599 

100 

0% 

100 

.0% 

******************************************* 

Variable:     G8UHBAN        UKBANZCXTY  CC»CPOSZTX 

Module:  1S2  Position:  378-378 

G8URBAN  classifies  the  urbanicity  of  the  student's  school.  It 
was  created  directly  from  QED  (Quality  Education  Data)  data  (position 
199-199)  .  The  classifications  are  the  Federal  Information  Processing 
Standards  as  used  by  the  U.S.  Census.     Classifications  reflect  the 
sample  school's  metropolitaui  status  at  the  time  of  the  1980  decennial 


census,       1  =    Urbaui  —  central  city 

2  =    Subtirbaui  —  area  siirrounding  a  central  city 

within  a  county  constituting  the  MSA 
(Metropolitan  Statistical  Area) 

3  =    Rural  —  outside  MSA 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Urban   1  7620      31.0%  25.1% 

Suburban   2        10246      41.7%  43.6% 

Rural   3  6733       27 . 4%  31.3% 


TOTALS:  24599     100.0%  100.0% 


ERLC 


Appendix  8-29 


Variable:     QSRXGON        COKPOSITX  GXOGKAPHXC  KSGXON  OF  SCHOOL 

Module:  1S2  Position:  379-379 


G8REGON  indicates  in  which  of  the  four  U.S.  Census  regions  the 
school  is  located.  It  was  created  by  recoding  the  sampled  state  of 
the  eighth  grade  school  into  the  four  Census  Bureau  regions.  For 
confidentiality  reasons,  this  value  was  set  to  missing  in  rare 
instances . 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


Northeast  -  New  England  and 

Middle  Atlantic  states  

North  Central  -  East  North 
Central  and  West  North  Central 

states  

South  -  South  Atlantic,  East 
South  Central,  and  West  South 

Central  states  

West  -  Moiantain  and  Pacific 

states  

MISSING  

TOTALS : 


1  4933  20.1%  19.2% 

2  6127  24.9%  25.7% 

3  8462  34.4%  35.4% 

4  5040  20.5%  19.7% 
8  37           .2%  (MISS) 


24599     100.0%  100.0% 


********************************************************************* 
Variable:     BTTXHSTD      KXTHXNXTZCS  STANDAROZZXD  SCOM 

Module:  1S2  Position:  483-488  .3 


Mathematics  Standardized  Score 
Label 


Percent 
Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


26  747  thru  71.222   1.000         23629       96.1%  100.0% 

MISSING   999.998  970        3.9%  (MISS) 


TOTALS: 


24599     100.0%  100.0% 


********************************************************************* 
Variable:     BYTXMQ  KXTHEMXTICS  QUARTII-K  (l-LOW) 

Module:   1S2  Position:  501-501 


Mathematics  Quartile  (l=low) 
Label 


Percent 
Code    Freq    ncy    Raw  WGTD 


Quartile  1  low. . 

Quartile  2  

Quartile  3  

Quartile  4  high. 
MISSING  


TOTALS : 


1 

5653 

23 

0% 

25.1% 

2 

5704 

23 

2% 

25.2% 

3 

5672 

23 

1% 

24.3% 

4 

6600 

26 

8% 

25.4% 

8 

970 

3 

.9% 

(MISS) 

24599 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

1x4  J 
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********************************************************************* 


Variable:     GlOCTRLl      SCHOOL  CXiASSirXCATZON  JKXPOKTKD  BY  SCHOOL 

Module:  1S4  Position:  740-741 

GlOCTRLl  classifies  the  type  of  school  into  public,  Catholic, 
other  religious  and  nonsectarian  private  schools,  as  reported  by 
the  school.    The  classification  was  constructed  from  F1C4  and 
F1C4A.     See  the  Fl  Studenc  Coirponent  Data  File  User's  Manual  for 
explication  of  the  logic  behind  the  construction  of  GlOCTRl. 
Two  further  notes:     First,  although  the  modal  grade  for  the 
cohort  was  grade  ten,  not  all  sample  members  were  sophomores  in 
the  1989-90  school  year.      The  school  type  of  out-of -sequence 
students  (for  example,  1989-90  ninth  graders)  is  also  indicated 
by  the  GIOCTRL  variables,  even  though  they  are  not  tenth 
graders.     Second,   it  ceuinot  be  assximed  that  all  students 
assigned  to  a  school  type  are  enrolled  in  a  program  leading  to  a 
high  school  diploma.     Students  were  associated  with  schools  in 
which  they  were  enrolled  in  a  regular  program,  or  which  housed 
some  form  of  alternative  program.      For  purposes  of  assignment 
of  school  control  type,  no  distinction  was  made  between 
educational  programs  leading  to  diplomas,  GEDs,  lEPs,  or  other 
or  no  certification.     However,  if  an  alternative  progremi  was 
sited  at  other  than  a  public  or  private  school,  school  type  was 
set  to  missing,  even  though  the  saunple  member  was  enrolled  in  an 
educational  program. 

NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  and 
non-respondents . 

Percent 

Labe  1  C  ode    Fr  ecjuency    Raw  WGTD 


PUBLIC  

CATHOLIC  

PRIVATE, OTHER  RELIGION 
PRIVATE,  NON-RELIGIOUS 
PRIV,NOT  ASCERTAINED.. 
NOT  ENROLLED  IN  SCHL . . 
MISSING  

TOTALS : 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
7 
98 


16813 

81 

2% 

84.2% 

1012 

4 

9% 

5.4% 

471 

2 

3% 

1.6% 

1051 

5 

1% 

1.2% 

75 

.4% 

.7% 

1043 

5 

.0% 

6.9% 

241 

1 

.2% 

(MISS) 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100.0% 

ERIC 
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********************************************************************** 


variable:     OlOtTMAS      OlUUBIZCXTy  OT  TBS  STUDSST'S  SCBOOL 

Module:  1S4  Position:  744-744 

GIOUKBAN  classifies  the  urbanicity  of  the  student's  school,  and 
was  obtained  from  QED.    QED  bases  the  classifications  on  the 
Federal  Information  Processing  Standards  (FIPS)  as  used  by  the 
U.S.  Census.     Only  categories  1-3  were  employed  in  the  BY. 
These  three  primary  values  (1  =:  Urban,   2  =  Suburban,   3  =  Rural) 
map  into  the  NCES  Common  Cure  of  Data  (CCD)  metropolitan  status 
variable  in  the  following  way: 

1,2  1  Urban 

3,4,5,6  2  Suburban 

7  3  Rural 

The  GIOURBAN  variable  reflects  updated  metropolitan  status 
data  drawn  by  QED  from  the  Common  Core  of  Data  files  for  the 
1987-88  school  year.     The  BY  metropolitan  status  variad>le 
(G8URBAN)  reflects  urbanicity  data  gathered  at  the  time  of  the 
previous  decennial  census  (1980)   that  was  employed  in  drawing 
the  eighth  grade  school  sample  in  the  spring  of  1987.  The 
urbanicity  classification  of  some  schools  changed  between  1980 
and  1988 — for  exaunple,  a  niunber  of  1980  rural  schools  had  become 
STiburban  by  the  time  of  the  NELS:88  BY.     In  examining  eighth  to 
tenth  grade  trauisition  phenomena,  data  users  should  be  aweire 
that  these  differing  temporal  anchor  points  will  produce  the 
effect  of  spurious  urbanicity  change  for  many  students.  A  second 
version  of  the  G8URBAN  variadDle  will  be  prepared  for  later 
NELS:88  data  releases,  which  reflects  the  metropolitan  status 
classification  of  BY  schools  in  1987-88. 
NOTE:     This  variaJ^le  includes  data  for  dropouts  and 
non-respondents . 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


URBAN  

SUBURBAN  

RURAL  -  OUTSIDE  MSA. 
NOT  ENROLLED  IN  SCHL 
MISSING  

TOTALS : 


1 
2 
3 
5 
8 


5710  27.6%  26.4% 

10878  52.5%  52.5% 

2787  13.5%  14.3% 

1043  5.0%  6.9% 

288  1.4%  (MISS) 

20706  100.0%  100.0% 


********************************************************************* 
Variable:     QIORXQON      ItXQXON  OF  THX  COUNTRY  (4  CKMSUS  RXGXONS) 

Module:  1S4  Position:  745-746 

GIOREGION  indicates  in  which  of  the  four  U.S.  Census  regions  the 
school  is  located.     It  was  created  by  recoding  the  state  of  the 
tenth  grade  school  into  the  four  Census  Bureau 
regions . 

NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  and 
non-respondents . 

Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


1 

3697 

17 

9% 

17 

.7% 

2 

4968 

24 

0% 

23 

.5% 

3 

6799 

32 

8% 

33 

.6% 

4 

3962 

19 

1% 

18 

.4% 

NOT  ENROLLED  IN  SCHL  

6 

1043 

5 

,0% 

6 

.9% 

MISSING  

98 

237 

1 

.1% 

(MISS) 

TOTALS : 

20706 

100 

.0% 

100 

.0% 
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variable:     riTXMSTD      NATE  STAKCARDZZXD  SCOM 

Module:  1S4  Position:  169-112  .2 


FITXMSTD    Mathematics  Standardized  Scores.     See  the  Fl  Student 
Component  Data  File  User's  Manual  for  information  concerning  the 
construction  of  Fl  test  composites. 

NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  also. 


Percent 

Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 

30  18  TO  68.18   1.00         17793       85.9%  100.0% 

MISSING   99.58  2913       14.1%  (MISS) 

TOTALS:  20706     100.0%  100.0% 

******************************************************************** 
Variable:     FlTXHQ  MXTH  QUARTILK  (1«L0W) 

Module :  1S4  Position:  773-773 


FITXMQ    Mathematics  Quartile  (1  =  low)  .     See  the  Fl  Student 
Con?5onent  Data  File  User's  Manual  for  information  concerning  the 
construction  of  Fl  test  composites. 

NOTE:     This  variable  includes  data  for  dropouts  also. 

Percent 


Label  Code    Frequency    Raw  WGTD 


QUARTILE  1  LOW  •  1  4184  20.2%  25.2% 

QUARTILE  2   2  4219  20.4%  25.0% 

QUARTILE  3   3  4426  21.4%  24.8% 

QUARTILE  4  HIGH   4  4964  24.0%  25.0% 

MISSING   8  2913  14.1%  (MISS) 


20706     100.0%  100.0% 
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APPENDIX  C 
CHARACTERISTICS  OF  YOUTH, 
BY  LM/LEP  STATUS  AND  LM/LEP  DEFINITION 


This  appendix  contains  data  tables  that  present  detailed  information  in  support  of  the 
summary  tables  in  Part  EL  of  this  report.  Each  table  includes  data  for  each  of  the  four  LM/LEP 
definitions  developed  in  Part  I,  and  each  table  makes  it  possible  to  compare  non-LM,  LM/EP, 
and  LM/LEP  youtii  groups  with  each  other  and  with  the  national  values.  In  this  appendix,  we 
first  present  the  tables  for  the  grade  8  cross-sectional  sample;  that  is  followed  by  the  grade  10 
cross-sectional  tables  and  the  tables  for  the  longitudinal  sample. 


Eighth  Grade  Cross-sectional  Sample  Data  Tables 


Table  C-1 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Race/Ethnicity 

Grade  8  Cross-sectional  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Race/Edmicity 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Asian/ 
Pacific 
Islander 

Hispanic 

Black  (not 
Hispanic) 

White  (not 
Hispanic) 

American 
Indian/ 

Alaskan 
Native 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacbcr 

LMA-EP 

15.4 

62.1 

1.9 

14.0 

4.1 

,  2.6 

100.1 

LM/EP 

16.0 

50.2 

5.3 

24.9 

2.4 

1.2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

1.6 

4.3 

14.3 

77.6 

1.0 

12 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

16.0 

54.7 

4.9 

203 

2.7 

1.5 

100.1  1 

LM/EP 

15.9 

50.4 

4.3 

25.2 

2.7 

1.5 

100.0  1 

Noc-LM 

1.6 

4.3 

14.3 

77.6 

1.0 

\2 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LMA-EP 

14.2 

54.7 

3.5 

2L1 

4.5 

2.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

13.0 

39.1 

6.9 

37.4 

2.3 

1.4 

100. 1  1 

Non-LM 

1.0 

2.3 

14.8 

79.8 

0.9 

1.2 

lOO.O  J 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

13.9 

44.2 

7.1 

30.4 

2.8 

1.7 

100.1  1 

LM/EP 

12.6 

39.5 

5.8 

38.3 

2.5 

1.4 

100.1 

Non-LM 

l.O 

2.3 

14.8 

79.8 

0.9 

1.2 

100.0 

Nati 

oixal 

3J 

10.3 

13.1 

70.7 

13 

13 

100.0 

o  
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Table  C-2 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  DefiniUoii,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  SES  Quartile 

Grade  8  Cross-sectional  Sample 


UA/LE? 
Definition 

SES  Quartiles 

To^td  1 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Quartik  1 

(Low) 

Quartiie  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartik  4 

(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

T  V4/T  UP 

58.7 

20.2 

12.5 

8.4 

0.2 

100.0 

T  \Jf/X*X> 

413 

22.2 

18.0 

18^ 

0.1 

100.0 

Non-LM 

2Z1 

25.5 

26.1 

26.1 

0.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/Ub*'' 

51.6 

20.6 

14.4 

13.2 

0.2 

inn  0 

40.0 

23.0 

19.6 

19.5 

0.0 

102.1 

Non-LM 

22.1 

25.5 

26.1 

26.1 

0.0 

99.8 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

52.0 

22.2 

14.3 

11.4 

0.1 

100.0 

LM/EP 

323 

22.7 

20.8 

24.2 

0.1 

100.1 

Non-LM 

25.7 

26.4 

25.7 

0.0 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

43.3 

21.8 

17.7 

16.9 

0.2 

99.9 

LM/EP 

29.3 

23.2 

21.4 

26.1 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

22.3 

25.7 

26.4 

25.7 

0.0 

100.1 

National 

24.9 

25.0 

25.0 

25.0 

0.0 

100.1 
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Table  €-3 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Gender 

Grade  8  Cross-sectional  Sample 


1  LM/LEP 
1  Definition 

Sex 

\ 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Male 

Female 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

50.4 

49.6 

100.0 

LM/EP 

50.4 

49.6 

100.0 

Non-LM 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Smdent 

LM/LEP 

53.5 

46.5 

100.0 

LM/EP 

47.2 

52.8 

100.0 

Non-LM 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

50.9 

49.1 

100  0 

LM/EP 

50.9 

49.1 

100.0 

Non-LM 

49.9 

50.1 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

55.7 

44.3 

100.0 

LM/EP 

47.3 

52.7 

100.0 

Non-LM 

49.9 

50.1 

100.0 

National 

50.1  . 

49.9 

100.0 

ERIC 
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Table  C-4 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 

Reading  Score  Quartiles 
Grade  8  Cross-sectional  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Reading  Quartiles 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Quartik  1 
(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quaztik  4 

(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

r  XM/t  CO 

50.4 

21.4 

12.2 

5.9 

10.1 

100.0 

T  W/CO 

LM/tr 

30.1 

29.6 

2L6 

15.3 

3J5 

100.1 

Non-LM 

23J 

?.3.5 

23.8 

25.7 

3J5 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

41.7 

29.3 

15.4 

8.6 

5.2 

100.2 

LM/EP 

26.6 

26.6 

24.1 

18.4 

4.3 

100.0 

Non-LM 

23J 

23.5 

23.8 

25.7 

3.5 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

45.4 

21.7 

14.1 

8.8 

10.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

27.6 

26.9 

21.6 

20.2 

3.7 

100.0 

Non-LM 

23.4 

23.5 

24.0 

25.7 

3.4 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

39.7 

28.1 

16.5 

10.8 

4.9 

100.0 

LM/EP 

23.3 

24.6 

23.5 

24.2 

4.5 

100.1 

Non-LM 

23.4 

23.5 

24.0 

25.7 

3.4 

100.0 

Nati 

onal 

24.8 

24.1 

23.3 

24.2 

3.7 

100.0 
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Table  CS 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 
Mathematics  Score  Quartiles 
Grade  8  Cross-sectional  Sample 


Math  Quartiles 

LM/LEP 
Defmidon 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Quartife  1 

(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartik  4 
(High) 

Missing 

Total 

T  V4/T  T7P 

41.7 

21.6 

13.8 

12.2 

10.8 

100.1 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

T  W/CT> 

LM/nr 

27.1 

25.5 

21.8 

21.8 

3.8 

ion  0 

Non-LM 

22.8 

24.1 

24.1 

25.5 

3.5 

LM/LEr 

10.5 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/EP 

24.2 

24.5 

23.5 

23.2 

4.7 

100.1 

Non-LM 

22.8 

24.1 

24.1 

25.5 

3.5 

100.0 

LM/LEP 

45.1 

21.5 

12.6 

9.4 

113 

99,9 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/EP 

30.4 

27.6 

20.6 

17.9 

3.6 

100.1 

Non-LM 

22.8 

24.0 

24.0 

:5.6 

3.6 

100.0 

LM/LEP 

37.8 

26.7 

16.3 

13.7 

5.6 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/EP 

28.6 

26.1 

21.9 

18.8 

4.7 

100.1 

Non-LM 

22.8 

24.0 

24.0 

25.6 

3.6 

100.0 

National 

24.2 

24.2 

23.4 

24.4 

3.8 

100.0 
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Table  C-6 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definitioii,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 
School  Control  and  Affiliation 
Grade  8  Cross-sectional  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

School  Con^l  and  Affiliation 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Public 
School* 

Private 

(Catholic) 

Private  (other 
religious) 

Private  (non- 
sectaiian) 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

92,1 

4.4 

2.0 

IJ 

100.0 

LM/cr 

92.6 

4.5 

2.0 

0.9 

100.0 

Non-LM 

93.4 

4.1 

1.4 

1.1 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

1.6 

0.8 

100.0 

LM/EP 

91.1 

5.5 

2.2 

1.2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

93.4 

4.1 

1.4 

1.1 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Tether 

LM/LEP 

93.3 

4.3 

0.8 

1.6 

100.0 

LM/EP 

93.9 

4.0 

1.4 

0.8 

100.1 

Non-LM 

93^ 

4.2 

1.5 

1.1 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/UEP 

95.5 

2.7 

1.1 

0.7 

100.0 

LM/EP 

91.9 

5.4 

1.6 

1.2 

100.1 

Non-LM 

93.2 

4.2 

1.5 

1.1 

100.0 

Nati 

93.2 

42 

1.5 

1.1 

100.0 

•  These  public  school  grade  8  cross-sectional  percentages  appear  to  be  biased  significantly  upward  and  do  not  not 
reflect  the  pattern  expected  based  on  the  sampling  design.  As  a  result,  we  have  chosen  to  use  the  longitudinal  data 
in  the  body  of  the  report 
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Table  C-7 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Geographic  Region 

Grade  8  Cross-sectional  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Defimtion 

Geographic  Region 

1 

Total  II 

LM/LEP 
Status 

New  England 
ano  ivixuuic 
Atlantic 

East  North 
Central  and 

W^«r  NJnrth 

Tvcsi  rNorui 
Central 

South  Atlantic, 
East  South 

South  Central 

Mountain 
Pacific 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacber 

m/LE? 

23.4 

9.4 

24.3 

42.8 

0.1 

100.0  1 

LM/EP 

19.4 

15.9 

31J 

33.1 

0.1 

100.0  1 

Non-LM 

19.0 

28.5 

36.6 

15.9 

0.1 

100.1  \ 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LMA-EP 

18.7 

13.2 

30.7 

37.3 

0.1 

100.0  1 

LM/EP 

21.1 

16.1 

30.1 

32.6 

0.2 

100.1  j 

Non-LM 

19.0 

28.5  ' 

3^.6 

15.9 

0.1 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

20J 

7.7 

27.2 

44.6 

0.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

19.2 

12.6 

30.6 

37.4 

0.1 

99.9 

Non-LM 

19.1 

27.7 

36.2 

16.9 

0.1 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

17.3 

10.4 

31.5 

40.7 

0.0 

99.9  1 

LM/EP 

21.7 

12.9 

28.4 

36.9 

0.2 

100.1  1 

Non-LM 

19.1 

27.7 

36.2 

16.9 

0.1 

100.0  1 

National 

19.2 

25.7 

35.4 

19.7 

0.1 

100.1  j 
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Table  C-S 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  DeHnition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Metropolitan  Status 

Grade  8  Cross-sectional  Sample 


LMA-EP 
Definition 

Metropolitan  Status 

1 
1 

Total  i 

LM/LEP 
Stams 

Urban- 
Central  City 

Suburban-Area 
around  Central 
City  within  MSA* 

Rural- 
Outside 
MSA* 

Missing  or 
Not  in  School 

inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

40.1 

46.3 

13.6 

0.0 

100.0  H 

LM/EP 

33.9 

435 

22.6 

0.0 

100.0  1 

Non-LM 

22.7 

43.5 

33.8 

0.0 

100.0  1 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

36.0 

43.5 

20.5 

0.0 

100.0  1 

LM/EP 

34.0 

44.4 

2L6 

0.0 

100.0  \ 

Non-LM 

2Z7 

43J 

33.8 

0.0 

100.0  1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

42J 

44.7 

13.0 

0.0 

100.0  1 

LM/EP 

36.4 

42.0 

21.6 

0.0 

100.0  1 

Non-LM 

34J 

58.3 

7.3 

0.0 

100.1  1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

38.2 

42.1 

19.8 

0.0 

100.1 

LM/EP 

37.0 

43.0 

20.1 

0.0 

100.1 

Non-LM 

34J5 

58.3 

73 

0.0 

100.1 

Nad 

onal 

25.1 

53.6 

213 

0.0 

100.0 

•  MSA=MctropoUtan  Suosncal  ArwL 
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Tenth  Grade  Cross-sectional  Sample  Data  Tables 


Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP 

Grade  10 


Table  C-9 

Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Race/Ethnicity 
Cross*sectional  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Race/Ethnicity 

 y 

Total 

IMLEP 
Status 

Asian/ 
Pacific 
Islander 

Hispanic 

Black  (not 
Hispanic) 

White  (not 
Hispanic) 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaskan 
Native 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

14.7 

61.2 

2.9 

12.5 

8.2 

0.5 

100.0 

LM/EP 

16.3 

5Z4 

5.2 

23.4 

2.1 

0.6 

100.0 

Non-LM 

1.7 

5.0 

14.8 

76.8 

1.0 

0.8 

100.1 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

15.4 

58.7 

5.1 

16.7 

3.7 

0.4 

lUU.U 

LM/EP 

16.4 

50.7 

4.1 

24.4 

3.6 

0.8 

100.0 

Non-LM 

1.7 

5.0 

14.8 

76.8 

1.0 

0.8 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

13.7 

56.6 

3.5 

17.2 

8.5 

0.6 

100.1  ] 

LM/EP 

13.5 

39.8 

7.3 

36.8 

2.2 

0.4 

100.0  1 

Non-LM 

1.2 

3.3 

153 

78.6 

0.8 

0.8 

100.0  1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

14.3 

46.9 

7.4 

27.1 

4.0 

0.3 

100.0  j 

LM/EP 

13.0 

40.5 

5.8 

37.0 

3.2 

0.5 

100.0  1 

Non-LM 

\2 

3.3 

15.3 

78.6 

0.8 

0.8 

100.0  j 

National 

3.5 

10.8 

13.6 

70.0 

1.3 

0.8 

100.0  1 

"5  '  " 
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Table  C-IO 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  SES  Quartile 

Grade  10  Cross-sectional  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

SES  Quartiks 

1 

Total  } 

LM/LEP 
Stanzs 

Quartile  1 
(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartik  4 
(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

55.4 

24.4 

14.0 

6.2 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

43.1 

21.9 

17.4 

17.6 

0.1 

100.1 

Non-LM 

2L0 

25.3 

26.6 

27.2 

0.0 

100.1 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

54.6 

20.9 

13.5 

11.0 

0.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

36.7 

24.0 

19.8 

19.5 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

2L0 

25.3 

26.6 

27.2 

0.0 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

5L5 

24.7 

14.5 

9.3 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

32.5 

23.3 

20.3 

23.8 

0.1 

100.0 

Non-LM 

2L1 

25.3 

26.8 

26.8 

0.1 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

45.4 

22.0 

16.6 

15.9 

0.2 

100.1 

LM/EP 

28.2 

24.7 

21.4 

25.7 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

2L1 

25.3 

26.8 

26.8 

0.1 

100.1 

National 

23,9 

24.0 

25.4 

25.8 

0.1 

100.0 

o  
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Table  C-11 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Gender 
Grade  10  Cross-sectlonal  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Sex 

Total 

Male 

Female 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

45.5 

54.5 

100.0 

LM/EP 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

50.7 

49.3 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

50.9 

49.1 

100.0 

LM/EP 

46.6 

53.4 

100.0 

Non-LM 

50.7 

49.3 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

47.3 

52.7 

100.0 

LM/EP 

50.7 

49.3 

100.0 

Non-LM 

50.6 

49.4 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

52.9 

47.1 

100.0 

LM/EP 

47.8 

52.2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

50.6 

49.4 

100.0 

National 

50.5 

49.5 

100.0 

XxOO 
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Table  €-12 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Deflnitioii,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 

Reading  Score  Quartile 
Grade  10  Cross-sectional  Sample 


Reading  Quartiles 

 1 

LMAJEP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Quartile  I 
(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartile  4 

(High). 

Missing 

1 

iotai 

LM/LEP 

46.0 

16.8 

14.6 

4.3 

18,3 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/EP 

24.4 

28.2 

21.3 

15.6 

lOJ 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.8 

22.3 

23.2 

24.0 

8.8 

100,1 

LM/LEP 

38.9 

25.2 

14.6 

7.0 

14,3 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/EP 

21.2 

25.2 

24,6 

18.3 

10,8 

100,1 

Non-LM 

21.8 

22.3 

23.2 

24.0 

8,8 

100. 1 

LM/LEP 

44.2 

17.1 

14.9 

6.5 

17,0 

99.7 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/EP 

22.4 

25.6 

20.3 

22,0 

.9.7 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.8 

22.3 

23.6 

23.5 

8,9 

100.1 

LM/LEP 

36.7 

22.0 

15.6 

11,6 

13,2 

99.1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/EP 

19.4 

24.6 

22.0 

24.3 

9.7 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.8 

22.3 

23.6 

23J 

8.9 

100.1 

National 

22.8 

.  22.6 

22.7 

22.6 

9,3 

100.0 

c    r-  '> 
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Table  €-13 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 
Mathematics  Score  Quartile 
Grade  10  Cross-sectional  Sample 


LMA-EP 
Definition 

Math  Quartiles 

1 

Total  1 

LM/LEP 
Status 

QuartUe  1 
(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartilc4 

(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

38.8 

19.1 

13.1 

10.3 

18.7 

100.0  1 

LM/EP 

24.0 

23.1 

21.0 

22.0 

9.9 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.8 

22.6 

23.1 

23.3 

9.1 

99.9 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

32.4 

21.7 

17.8 

14.1 

14.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

23.0 

22.8 

20J 

23.7 

9.9 

99.9 

Non-^LM 

21.8 

22.6 

23.1 

23.3 

9.1 

99.9 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

39.0 

19.8 

13.1 

8.3 

19.8 

100.0 

LM/EP 

26,5 

24.4 

20.4 

18.0 

10.7 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.9 

22.5 

22.9 

23.6 

9.1 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

34.4 

22.3 

17.5 

10.6 

15.3 

100.1 

LM/EP 

25.2 

24.1 

19.5 

20.4 

10.8 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.9 

22.5 

22.9 

23.6 

9.1 

100.0 

Nati 

onal 

22.8 

22,6 

22.4 

22.6 

9.6 

100.0 
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Table  C-14 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definitioni,  LM/LEP  SUtus,  and 
School  Control  and  Affiliation 
Grade  10  Cross-sectional  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

School  Control  and  Affiliation 

1 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Public 
School 

\ 

Private 
(Catholic) 

Private  (other 
religious) 

Private 
(non- 
sectarian) 

Mis.sin0  or 
Not 
cnroUea 

Total 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

79.1 

3.8 

1.3 

2.6 

13.2 

100.0 

LM/EP 

81.3 

7.1 

2.0 

2.3 

7.3 

100.0 

Non-LM 

84.4 

5.1 

1.6 

1.8 

7.2 

100.1 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

oi.f 

1.3 

1.1 

11.5 

100.1 

LM/EP 

80.3 

7.8 

2.3 

3.4 

6.2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

84.4 

5.1 

L6 

1.8 

7.2 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

79.5 

4.0 

0.3 

2.6 

13.5 

99.9 

LMi^ 

82.4 

6.4 

1.1 

L6 

8.5 

100.0 

Non-LM 

84.0 

5.3 

1.7 

1.9 

7.1 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

81.7 

3.5 

0.8 

0.6 

13.4 

100.0 

LM/EP 

81.6 

8.1 

1.0 

3.2 

6.3 

100.2 

Non-LM 

84.0 

5.3 

L7 

1.9 

7.1 

100.0 

Natl 

onal 

83.7 

5.3 

1.6 

L9 

7.4 

99.9 

X  X  0 
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Table  CIS 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Geographic  Region 

Grade  10  Cross-sectional  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Geographic  Region 

LM/LEP 
Status 

New  Englano 
and  Middle 
Atlantic 

East  Notth 
Central  and 
West  North 
Central 

South  Atlantic, 

cast  Soutn 
Central  West 
South  Central 

Mountain 

and 
Pacific 

Missing 
or  Not 
Enrolled 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

183 

11.7 

18.7 

38.2 

13.2 

100.1 

LM/EP 

18J 

15.3 

29.0 

30.3 

7.0 

100.1  • 

Non-LM 

17.4 

25.4 

34.9 

15.1 

7.2 

100.0  1 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

14.8 

13.9 

26.2 

34.1 

11.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

2L2 

15.0 

27.3 

30.2 

6.2 

99.9 

Non-LM 

17.4 

25.4 

34.9 

15.1 

7.2 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

16.6 

9.3 

19.8 

40.9 

13J 

100.1 

LM/EP 

17.8 

IIJ 

28.2 

'34.5 

8.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

17.6 

25.0 

34.4 

15.8 

7.1 

99.9 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

14.1 

9.8 

26.2 

37^ 

12.6 

99.9 

LM/EP 

20.9 

12.0 

25.7 

352 

6.2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

17.6 

25.0 

34.4 

15.8 

7.1 

99.9 

National 

17.6 

23.4 

33.4 

18.3 

7.4 

100.1 

ERIC 


Table  C-16 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Metropolitan  Status 

Grade  10  Cross-sectional  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Metropolitan  Status 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Sutus 

Urban  - 
Central  City 

Suburban-Area 
around  Central 
City  within  MSA* 

Rural- 
Outside 
MSA* 

Missing  or 
Not  in  School 

Inclusive/ 
Tedcher 

LM/LEP 

37.1 

39.5 

8.4 

15.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

32.8 

5L1 

8.3 

7.8 

100.0 

Non-LM 

24.4 

52.7 

14.4 

8.5 

100.0  1 

Inclusive/ 

LM/LEP 

34.2 

46.2 

7.6 

11.9 

99.9 

LM/EP 

33.3 

50.6 

8.9 

7.2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

24.4 

52.7 

14.4 

8J5 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

39.1 

37.2 

8.3 

15.4 

100.0 

LM/EP 

34.5 

49.2 

7.6 

8.8 

100.1 

Non-LM 

24.9 

52.7 

15.0 

7.5 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

36.3 

42.6 

7.2 

i4.0 

100.1 

LM/EP 

35.1 

49.4 

8.4 

7.0 

99.9 

Non  LM 

24.9 

52.7 

15.0 

7.5 

100.1 

Nad 

onal 

26.1 

51.9 

14.1 

7.8 

99.9 

 1 

♦  MSA=Mctropolitan  Statistical  Area. 
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Table  C-17 

Reading  and  Mathematics  Standard  Scores  by 
Grade  Level,  LM/LEP  Definition,  and  LM/LEP  Status 
Grade  8  and  Grade  10  Cross-sectional  Samples 


Grade  8 

Grade  10  | 

LM/LEP 
Defmicion 

LM/LEP 

Status 

Reading 

Mathematics 

Reading 

Mathematics  1 

44.0 

45.0 

52.8 

55.1  j 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

I  \M rem 

LM/cr 

48.9 

49.2 

54.5 

54.8  j 

won-LM 

«/*T.O 

LM/LEP 

45.4 

4^.8 

52.7 

54.4 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/EP 

50.3 

50.0 

55.4 

55.2  1 

Non-LM 

50.5 

50.4 

54.8 

54.8  1 

LM/LEP 

42.6 

44.0 

52.9 

55.4  1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LMM> 

47.6 

48.0 

53.8 

54.2  1 

Non-LM 

50.5 

50.4 

54.8 

54.8  1 

LM/LEP 

44.6 

46.0 

52.2 

54.2  1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

1 

LM/EP 

48.9 

48.5 

54.9 

54.7  1 

Non-LM 

50.5 

50.4 

54.8 

54.8  j 

Longitudinal  Sample  Data  Tables 


Table  CIS 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Race/Ethnicity 
Grade  8  and  Grade  10  Longitudinal  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Racc/Eihnicity 

1 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Stands 

Asian/ 
Pacific 

Black  (not 

White  (not 
Hisnanic^ 

American 
Indian/ 

Alaskan 
Native 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

11.7 

£.<  ft 

65.9 

1  0  >4 

1Z.4 

o.u 

100.0 

LM/EP 

10. Z 

OX) 

1.2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

1.6 

4.1 

14.3 

77.9 

0.9 

\3 

100.1 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

U.Z 

59.2 

5.4 

16.1 

3.8 

1.3 

100.0 

LM/EP 

16.4 

51.9 

3.5 

24.5 

12 

1.4 

99.9 

Non-LM 

1.6 

4.1 

14.3 

77.9 

0.9 

1.3 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

11.0 

58.6 

2.7 

18.4 

1.1 

1.6 

100.0 

LM/EP 

13.5 

40.4 

7.1 

35^ 

2JS 

1.3 

100.0 

Non-Livl 

l.O 

2.1 

14.8 

80.2 

0.7 

\2 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

13.4 

46.7 

7.7 

26.9 

4.2 

1.2 

100.1 

LM/EP 

12.9 

40.8 

5.5 

36.7 

2.6 

1.5 

100.0 

Non-LM 

1.0 

2.1 

14.8 

80.2 

0.7 

1.2 

100.0 

Nati 

onal 

3.4 

10.3 

13.1 

70.7 

1.2 

1.3 

100.0 

<  '  p  >•■ 
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Table  C-19 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  SES  QuartUe 
Grade  8  and  Grade  10  Longitudinal  Sample 


LMAJEP 
Definition 

SES  Quartilcs 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Quartilc  1 
(Low) 

1 

Quartile  2    j    Quartile  3 

Quartile  4 
(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

55.8 

24.3 

14.0 

6.0 

0.0 

100.1 

LWEP 

43.5'' 

22.0 

17.2 

17.3 

0.1 

100.1 

Non-LM 

21.2 

25.3 

26.5 

27.0 

0.0 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

54.9 

20.9 

13.3 

10.8 

0.1 

100.0 

LM/EP 

37.1 

23.9 

19.7 

19.3 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

212 

25.3 

26.5 

27.0 

0.0 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

51.9 

24.5 

14.6 

9.0 

0.0 

lOO.O 

LM/EP 

33.2 

23,3 

20.1 

23.2 

0.1 

99,9 

Non-LM 

21.3 

25.4 

26.7 

26.6 

0.0 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LMAJEP 

46.0 

21.9 

16.5 

15.5 

0.2 

100.1 

LM/EP 

28.9 

24.6 

21.3 

25.2 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.3 

25.4 

26.7 

26.6 

0.0 

100.0 

Nati 

onal 

24.3 

25.0 

25.2 

25.5 

0.0 

100.0 

erJc 
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Table  C-20 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 
Grade  8  and  Grade  10  Longitudinal  Sample 


Gender 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Sex 

Total 

Male 

Female 

LM/LEP 

44.6 

55.4 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/EP 

50.1 

49.9 

100.0 

Non-LM 

50.3 

49.9 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

50.9 

49  1 

100.0 

LM/EP 

47.1 

52.9 

100.0 

Non-LM 

50.3 

49.7 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

46.9 

53.1 

RiU.U 

LM/EP 

50.8 

49.2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

50.1 

49.9 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

53.0 

47.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

48.0 

52.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

50.1 

49.9 

100.0 

National 

50.1 

49.9 

100.0 

C-20     Special  Issues  Analysis  Center 


Table  C-21 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status, 
and  Reading  Score  Quartile 
Grade  8  Longitudinal  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Reading  Quartiles 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Quartile  1 
(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartile  4 
(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

21.4 

12.2 

7.3 

8.7 

99.9 

LM/EP 

21.6 

16.1 

3.6 

101.1 

Non-LM 

22.5 

23.2 

23.9 

26.6 

3.8 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

42.6 

30.3 

14.3 

7.8 

5.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

23.9 

26.1 

25.1 

20.8 

4.2 

100.1 

Non-LM 

22.5 

23.2 

23.9 

26.6 

3.8 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LMA-EP 

4S.0 

21.7 

13.1 

9.0 

8.2 

100.0 

LM/EP 

27.0 

26.7 

21.3 

21.2 

3.6 

99.8 

Non-LM 

22.3 

23.3 

24.2 

26J 

3.8 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

41.3 

28.3 

15.6 

10.6 

4.3 

100.1 

LM/EP 

22.2 

24.1 

23.2 

26.1 

4.4 

100.0 

Non-LM 

22.3 

23.3 

24.2 

26.5 

3.8 

iOO.l 

National 

23.9 

23.8 

23.3 

25.1 

3.9 

100.0 

ERIC 
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Table  €-22 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status, 
and  Mathematics  Score  Quartile 
Grade  8  Longitudinal  Sample 


Mathematics  Quartiles 

LMA-EP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Quartile  1 
(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartile  4 
(High) 

Missing 

Total 

LM/LEP 

41.8 

25.2 

14.0 

10.4 

8.6 

inn  n 

IVA/.v 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/EP- 

25.6 

25.6 

22.9 

22.1 

3.7 

Non-LM 

21.3 

23.8 

24.6 

26.5 

3.9 

inn  1 

LM/LEP 

35.8 

I  1 A 

1 A  7 

4.7 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 

LM/EP 

22.6 

24.1 

•25.0 

23.9 

4.4 

100.0 

Student 

Non-LM 

21.3 

23.8 

24.6 

26.5 

3.9 

100.1 

LM/LEP 

45.3 

25.2 

13.8 

6.4 

9.3 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 

LM/EP 

28.5 

28.1 

21.7 

18.1 

3.7 

100.1 

Teacher 

Non-LM 

21.4 

23.6 

24.5 

26.7 

3.9 

100.1 

LM/LEP 

37.0 

29.8 

16.2 

11.5 

5.4 

99.9 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/EP 

26.7 

25.2 

24.0 

19.9 

•^■2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.4 

23.6 

24.5 

26.7 

3.9 

100.1 

National 

22.7 

24.1 

23.9 

25.2 

4.0 

99.9 

erJc 
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Table  C-23 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definitioa,  LM/LEP  Status, 
and  School  Control  and  Affiliation 
Grade  8  Longitudinal  Sample 


LWLE? 
Definition 

School  Control  and  Affiliation 

Total 

T  M/T  PP 

Stanis 

Public  School 

Private 
(Catholic) 

Private  (other 
religious) 

Private  (non- 
sectarian) 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

86.6 

9.3 

2.7 

1.3 

99.9 

LM/EP 

85.7 

9.0 

3.8 

1.5 

100.0 

Non-LM 

88.5 

7.2 

2.7 

1.6 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

89.2 

7.5 

2.5 

0.9 

100.1 

LM/EP 

83.4 

10.2 

4.5 

2.0 

100.1 

Non-LM 

88.5 

7.2 

2.7 

1.6 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

86.8 

10.6 

1.4 

1.3 

100.1 

LM/EP 

88.8 

8.0 

1.8 

1.4 

100.0 

Non-LM 

88.0 

7.4 

3.1 

1.6 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

92.2 

5.7 

1.4 

0.7 

100.0 

LM/EP 

a4.6 

11.4 

2.0 

2.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

88.0 

7.4 

3.1 

6 

100.1 

Naii 

onai 

89.0 

7.6 

2.9 

1.5 

100.0 

ppendix  €-23 


Table  C-24 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Geographic  Region 

Grade  8  Longitudinal  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Geographic  Region 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

New  England 
and  Middle 
Atlantic 

East  North 
Central  and 
West  North 
Central 

South  Adantic, 

East  South 
Central,  West 
South  Central 

Mountain 

and 
Pacific 

Missing 

Teacher 

LM/LEP 

21.1 

11.9 

26.5 

40.5 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/BP 

20.8 

16.1 

30.4 

32.7 

0.1 

100.1 

Non-LM 

18.8 

28.3 

36.8 

16.1 

0.1 

100.1 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

17.0 

14.5 

31.0 

37.5 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

23.6 

16.1 

28.9 

31.2 

0.2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

18.8 

28.3 

36.8 

16.1 

0.1 

inn  1 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

19.6 

7.4 

29.6 

43.4 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

19.8 

11.9 

30.2 

38.0 

0.1 

100.0  1 

Non-LM 

19.1 

27.7 

36.2 

16.9 

0.1 

100.0  1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

16.5 

9.3 

32.4 

41.8 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

23.0 

12.8 

27.7 

36.3 

0.1 

99.9 

Non-LM 

19.1 

27.7 

36.2 

16.9 

0.1 

100.0 

National 

19.2 

25.7 

35.4 

19.7 

0.1 

100.1 

11  v: 


o         _  . 
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Table  C-25 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Metropolitan  Status 

Grade  8  Longitudinal  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Metropolitan  Status 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Stanis 

Urban  - 
Central  City 

Subuiban-Area 
around  Central 
City  within  MSA 

Rural- 
Outside  MSA 

Missing  or 
Not  in  School 

Teacher 

LM/LEP 

47.0 

42.0 

11.0 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

35.3 

42J 

22.1 

0.0 

100.1 

Non-LM 

23.1 

43.2 

33.7 

0.0 

100.0 

Student 

LM/LEP 

37.9 

41.5 

20.8 

0.0 

100.2 

36.6 

42.6 

20.8 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

23.1 

43.2 

33.7 

0.0 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

47.8 

42.2 

10.0 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

36.7 

41.9 

21.5 

0.0 

100.1 

Non-LM 

24.0 

43.2 

32.8 

0.0 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

39.9 

41.7 

18.4 

0.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

37.9 

42.2 

19.9 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

24.0 

43.2 

32.8 

0.0 

100.0 

National 

25.9 

43.1 

31.0 

0.0 

100.0 

1  :  ^  ^  ^ 
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Table  C-26 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 

Reading  Score  Quartile 
Grade  10  Longitudinal  Sample 


LMA-EP 
Definition 

Reading  Quaniles 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Quartile  1 
(Low) 

Quanile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartile  4 
(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

44.6 

■  19.5 

15.7 

5.4 

14.9 

100.1 

T  Vd/TTD 

UM/cr 

24.4 

28.2 

21.3 

15.4 

10.7 

100.0 

Non-L-M 

2L0 

22.1 

23.7 

25.1 

8.0 

99.9 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

T  V4/T  CD 

LyvL>£>r 

26.9 

16.0 

7.6 

12.3 

99.6 

LM/EP 

20.3 

26.1 

24.3 

19.1 

10.3 

100.1 

Non-LM 

2L0 

<  22.1 

23.7 

25.1 

8.0 

99.9 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

44.0 

18.8 

15.9 

7.8 

13.4 

99.9 

LM/EP 

22.6 

25.6 

20.3 

21.7 

9.8 

100.0 

Non-LM 

21.0 

22.1 

24.2 

24.7 

8.0 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LMA-EP 

35.1 

24.0 

16.6 

12.2 

12.2 

100.1 

LM/EP 

19.3 

25.0 

21.8 

24.9 

9.1 

100. 1 

Non-LM 

21.0 

22.1 

24.2 

24.7 

8.0 

100.0 

Nali 

onal 

22.0 

22.6 

23.3 

23,7 

8.5 

100.0 
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Table  C-27 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definitioii,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 
Mathematics  Score  Quartile 
Grade  10  Longitudinal  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Math  Quartiles 

local 

Quartile  1 
(Low) 

Quartile  2 

Quartile  3 

Quartile  4 
(High) 

Missing 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LMHJEP 

43.0 

19.8 

13.8 

9.8 

13.6 

100.0 

LM/EP 

24.3 

23.1 

20.8 

21.8 

10.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

20.6 

22.6 

23.9 

24.6 

8.3 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

32.9 

22.3 

18.0 

14.4 

12.5 

100.1 

LM/EP 

23.2 

22.8 

21.0 

23.9 

9.2 

inn  1 

Non-LM 

20.6 

22.6 

23.9 

24.6 

8.3 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

43.7 

2C.8 

13.8 

6.7 

14.9 

99.9 

LM/EP 

26.6 

24.4 

20.2 

18.0 

10.8 

100.0 

Non-LM 

20.9 

22^ 

23.6 

24.8 

8.3 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

35.3 

31.1 

17.7 

10.8 

13.1 

108.0 

LM/EP 

24.9 

24.3 

20.1 

20.6 

10.3 

100.2 

Non-LM 

20.9 

22.5 

23.6 

24.8 

8.3 

100.1 

National 

22.0 

22.6 

23.0 

23.7 

8.7 

100.0 

ERIC 
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Table  C-28 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and 
School  Control  and  Affiliation 
Grade  10  Longitudinal  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Dcfmirion 

Schoc^  Control  and  Affiliation 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Public 
School 

Private 
(Catholic) 

Private 
(other 
religious) 

Private 
(non- 
sectarian) 

Missing 
or  Not 
Enrolled 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

80.3 

4.4 

1.5 

3.2 

10.6 

LM/EP 

81.1 

7.0 

2.0 

2.3 

7.7 

1  CV\  1 

Non-LM 

84.7 

5.4 

1.7 

2.1 

6.3 

lUU.Z 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

81.4 

4.0 

i.j 

i .  i 

1  1  .V 

inn  0 

LM/EP 

80.7 

8.0 

2.3 

3.5 

5.5 

100.0 

Non-LM 

84.7 

5.4 

1.7 

1.9 

6.3 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

79.9 

4.8 

0.3 

4.4 

11.6 

101.0 

LM/EP 

82.2 

6.3 

1.1 

1.6 

8.8 

100.0 

Non-LM 

84.3 

5.6 

1.8 

2,0 

6.3 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

81.3 

3.6 

0.8 

0.6 

13.7 

100.0 

LM/EP 

82.2 

8.4 

1.0 

3.3 

5.2 

100.1 

Non-LM 

84.3 

5.6 

1.8 

2.0 

6.3 

100.0 

Nati 

onal 

84.0 

5.7 

1.7 

2.0 

6.7 

100.1 

o  ~ 
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Table  C-29 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Defmition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Geographic  Region 

Grade  10  Longitudinal  Sample 


Definition 

Geographic  Region 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

New  England 
and  Middle 
Atlantic 

East  North 
Central  and 
West  North 
Central 

South  Atlantic, 

East  South 
Central,  West 
South  Central 

Mountain 

and 
Pacific 

Missing 
or  Not 
Enrolled 

UlCiUSlVC/ 

Teacher 

LxM/LEP 

18.8 

13.5 

20.2 

36.9 

10.6 

100.0 

LM/EP 

18.2 

14.9 

^'  28.8 

30.8 

7.3 

100.0 

Non-LM 

18.0 

26.5 

34.2 

15.1 

6.3 

100.1 

inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

14.3 

13.9 

27.0 

33.8 

11.0 

100.0 

LM/EP 

21.3 

15.2 

27.8 

30.2 

5.5 

100.0 

Non-LM 

18.0 

26.5 

34.2 

15.1 

6.3 

IIVI  1 
lUU.l 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

16.8 

10.2 

22.3 

39.1 

11.6 

100.0 

LM/EP 

17.6 

11.2 

28.0 

35.1 

8.3 

100.2  1 

Non-LM 

18.1 

25.9 

33.8 

15.9 

6.3 

100.0  1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

13.4 

9.6 

27.4 

36.8 

12.8 

100.0 

LM/EP 

21.3 

12.3 

26.3 

35.0 

5.2 

100.1 

Non-LM 

18.1 

25.9 

33.8 

15.9 

6.3 

100.0 

National 

18.1 

24.1 

32.8 

18.4 

6.6 

100.0  1 
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Table  C-30 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  Metropolitan  Status 

Grade  10  Longitudinal  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Metropolitan  Status 

Total 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Urban  - 
Central  City 

Suburban- Area 
around  Central 
City  within  MSA 

Rural- 
Outside  MSA 

Missing  or 
Not  in  School 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

39.2 

42.0 

7.3 

11.6 

100.1 

LM/EP 

32.9 

50.7 

8.3 

8.1 

100.0 

Non-LM 

23.9 

53.2 

16.2 

6.7 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

33.8 

46.7 

7.8 

U.7 

100.0 

LM/EP 

33.9 

51.2 

8.4 

6.5 

100.0 

Non-LM 

23.9 

53.2 

16.2 

6.7 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

41.5 

38.9 

6.7 

12.9 

100.0 

LM/EP 

34.5 

48.8 

7.6 

9.1 

100.0 

Non-LM 

24.5 

53.2 

15.6 

6.8 

100.1 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

35.9 

43.1 

7.4 

13.7 

100.1 

LM/EP 

35.9 

50.6 

7.5 

6.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

24.5 

53.2 

15.6 

6.8 

100.1 

National 

23.9 

52.5 

14.6 

7.1 

100.1 

Table  C-31 

Percentage  of  Youth,  by  LM/LEP  Definition,  LM/LEP  Status,  and  FUl  Drop-out  Status 

Grade  8  and  10  Longitudinal  Sample 


LM/LEP 
C>efmitioD 

Drop-out  Status 

Total 

LMA-E? 
Status 

Did  Not 
Drop  Out 

Dropped  Out, 
But  Returned 

Dropped  Out, 
No  Return 

Multiple  Drop 
Out  Episodes 

inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

8S.3 

2.0 

9.7 

0.1 

100. 1 

LM/EP 

92.0 

1.3 

6.6 

0.1 

100.0 

Non-LM 

93.6 

0.7 

5.6 

0.1 

100.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

87.8 

1.8 

10.2 

0.3 

100.1 

LM/EP 

94.1 

1.1 

4.8 

0.0 

100.0 

Non-LM 

93.6 

0.7 

5.6 

0.1 

100  0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

87.3 

2.3 

10.4 

0.1 

100.1 

LM/EP 

90.4 

1.7 

7.7 

0.2 

100.0 

Non-LM 

93.6 

0.7 

5.6 

0.1 

100.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

86.0 

2.0 

11.7 

0.3 

100.0 

LM/EP 

93.6 

1.7 

4.8 

0.0 

100,1 

Non-LM 

93.6 

0.7 

5.6 

0.1 

100.0 

Nati 

onal 

93.2 

0.8 

5.9 

0.1 

100.0 

ERIC 


Table  C-32 

Reading  and  Mathematics  ERT-Estimated  BY  to  FUl  Gain,  by 
LM/LEP  Definition  and  LM/LEP  Status 
Grade  8  and  Grade  10  Longitudinal  Sample 


LM/LEP 
Definition 

Estimated  Gain  Score  | 

LM/LEP 
Status 

Reading 

iviainemaucs 

Inclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

1.4 

4.6 

LM/EP 

2.5 

5.4 

Nnn-T  M 

2.2 

5.0 

Inclusive/ 
Student 

2.3 

5.3 

LM/EP 

2.4 

5.2 

Non-LM 

2.2 

5.0 

Exclusive/ 
Teacher 

LM/LEP 

L6 

4.8 

LM/EP 

2.6 

5.5 

Non-LM 

2.2 

5.0 

Exclusive/ 
Student 

LM/LEP 

2.1 

5.2 

LM/EP 

2.7 

5.6 

Non-LM 

2.2 

5.0 

ERIC 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 


The  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  (EIEA)  of  1984  (PL  98-511)  authorizes  assistance 
to  local  education  agencies  (LEAs)  for  supplementary  educational  services  for  immigrant 
children  enrolled  in  elementary  and  secondary  schools.  The  act  was  reauthorized  in  1988 
(PL  100-297)  and  is  again  being  considered  for  reauthorization  in  1993.  Appendix  A 
contaii\s  the  1988  amendments  to  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  (PL  100-297), 

Section  4410  (b)  of  the  EIEA,  as  amended  in  198C,  requires  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Department  of  Education  (ED)  submit  a  report  to  Congress  every  two  years  on  the  status 
of  the  EIEA  program.  This  report  fulfills  that  requirement  by  providing  information  on  the 
EIEA  program,  program  participants,  grant  allocations  and  expenditures  for  the  years  1991 
and  1992.  Information  was  collected  from  EIEA  program  siirveys  submitted  by  state 
educational  agencies  (SEAs)  to  OBEMLA,  along  with  U.S.  Censxis  data,  a  1991  General 
Accounting  Office  (GAO)  report  on  the  EIEA  program,  and  additional  research  related  to 
immigrant  and  refugee  programs.  Appendix  B  contains  the  instructions  provided  to  SEAs 
for  reporting  data  on  EIEA  programs. 

Section  II  of  this  report  provides  backgroxmd  information  on  the  legislative  history  and 
scope  of  the  EIEA  program  and  the  program's  administration.  Section  EH  presents  data  on 
the  total  number  of  EIEA  students,  and  the  number  of  EIEA  students  by  state  of  residence 
and  coimtry  of  origin.  The  next  two  sections  (Sections  IV  and  V)  provide  informaticn  on 
grant  allocations  and  expenditures  for  1990-91  and  1991-92.  Section  VI  disctisses  proposed 
legislative  changes  to  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  The  fiiud  section  (Section 
VII)  presents  a  summary  of  the  findings. 
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IL  BACKGROUND 


The  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  reported  in  1991  that  there  were  approximately 
2.1  to  27  million  immigrant  children  in  the  U.S.,  representing  about  six  percent  of  the 
country's  school-age  population.  Recent  projections  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  suggest 
that  the  nation's  school-age  population  (ages  5-17)  will  increase  by  over  six  million  duiring 
the  1990s  and  that  immigration  is  expected  to  account  for  a  large  proportion  of  the  expected 
increase  (Day,  1992).  Therefore,  the  provision  of  appropriate  services  to  immigrant  students, 
many  of  whom  are  limited  English  proficient,  is  a  major  concern  for  state  and  local 
education  agencies  (LEAs).  Frequent  and  unexpected  fluctuations  in  the  number  of 
immigrants  make  it  difficult  for  LEAs  to  plan  and  to  provide  services.  The  Emergency 
Immigrant  Education  Act  program  provides  financial  assistance  to  these  overbvixdened  LEAs 
to  help  serve  this  population. 


A,       Overview  of  the  EIEA  PrograuDti 

The  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  authorizes  the  Department  of  Education  to  award 
and  monitor  grants  to  eligible  state  education  agencies.  The  SEAs,  in  turn,  are  responsible 
for  distributing  funds  to  eligible  local  education  agencies.  The  LEAs  use  these  funds  to 
provide  supplementauy  instructional  and  noninstructional  services  to  immigrant  children, 
including  bilingual  or  English  language  instruction,  as  well  as  for  additional  materials, 
supplies,  and  staff  traiiung  needed  to  serve  immigrant  children. 

Section  4407  (b)  of  the  EEE  Act  broadly  specifies  the  services  for  which  LEAS  3T\ay  use  their 
EIEA  program  funds: 

"(1)  supplementary  educational  services  necessary  to  enable  those  children  to 
achieve  a  satisfactory  level  of  performance,  including 

(A)  English  language  iitstruction; 

(B)  other  bilingual  education  services;  and 

(C)  special  materials  and  supplies; 

(2)  additioiud  basic  instructional  services  which  are  directly  attributable  to  the 
pmoce  in  the  school  district  of  immigrant  children,  including  the  costs  of 
providing  additioiud  classroom  supplies,  overhead  costs,  costs  of  cor\struction, 
acquisition  or  rental  of  space,  costs  of  transportation,  or  such  other  costs  as  are 
directly  attributable  to  such  additional  basic  instructional  services;  and 

(3)  essential  ii^service  training  for  personnel  who  will  be  providing  ii\struction 
described  in  either  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  this  subsection." 

Funding  eligibility  is  determined  by  the  number  of  children  currently  erurolled  in  a  school 
district  who  are  not  U.S.  citizens  and  who  have  attended  public  or  nonprofit  private  schools 
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in  the  U.S.  for  fewer  than  three  complete  school  years.  A  school  district  must  have  either 
a  miiumum  of  500  eligible  immigrant  students,  or  eligible  immigrant  students  must  comprise 
three  percent  or  more  of  the  total  student  population.  The  intent  underlying  these  criteria 
is  to  serve  the  largest  concentration  of  recently  arrived  immigrant  students, 

B.       Administration  of  the  EIEA  Program 

The  EIEA  program  is  administered  through  the  Division  of  State  and  Local  Programs  at  the 
Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Languages  Affairs  (OBEMLA).  The  program 
officer  responsible  for  the  EIEA  program  distributes,  processes,  and  reviews  grant 
application  materials  for  SEAs  interested  in  applying  for  funding.  EIEA  funds  are 
distributed  based  on  the  ratio  of  eligible  immigrant  students  within  each  SEA  to  the  total 
number  of  eligible  immigrant  students  in  the  United  States.  The  amount  of  funds  received 
by  each  eligible  SEA  is  calculated  by  multiplying  the  number  of  eligible  students  in  each 
state  by  the  per  student  amount  authorized  by  Congress  ($500.00).  This  amoimt  is  later 
adjusted  to  the  amoxmt  appropriated  by  Congress. 

As  specified  under  section  4406  (3)  (A)  of  the  Emergency  Immigration  Education  Act,  funds 
must  also  be  modified  to  offset  federal  funds  received  for  the  same  purpose^  such  as  the 
Targeted  Assistance  Grants  (TAG)  Program  administered  by  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  (HHS)  Office  of  Refugee  Resettlement  (ORR).  During  the  application 
process,  HHS/ORR  provides  OBEMLA  with  a  list  of  states  who  are  requesting  TAG  funds 
and  the  amount  requested.  OBEMLA  withholds  a  portion  of  the  EIEA  grant  until  the 
HHS/ORR  completes  its  application  process  and  then  releases  or  reduces  funds  based  on 
TAG  data.  Any  remaining  funds  are  redistributed  among  participating  SEAs. 

Once  the  EIEA  grants  are  awarded,  the  OBEMLA  program  officer  is  responsible  for 
reviewing  the  biennial  reports  required  from  each  SEA  under  Section  4410  (a)  of  the 
enabling  legislation. 


IIL  EIEA  PROGRAM  PARTICIPANTS 


According  to  a  1991  report  of  the  EIEA  program  by  the  GAO,  there  were  about  700,000 
eligible  iir^'nigrant  children  in  over  4,500  school  districts  during  the  1989-90  school  year.  The 
GAO  study,  based  on  a  survey  of  529  school  districts  that  received  EIEA  program  funds 
during  1989-90  and  a  representative  sample  of  995  districts  that  did  not  receive  EIEA 
program  funds,  estimated  that  about  85  percent  (564,000)  of  the  identified  eligible  immigrant 
students  were  receiving  EIEA-funded  services.  The  other  15  percent  were  either  in  school 
districts  with  too  few  students  to  qualify  (90  percent  of  nonfunded  districts)  or  in  districts 
electing  not  to  apply  for  an  EIEA  grant  (10  percent  of  nonfunded  districts).  Among  the 
reasons  that  district  officials  gave  for  not  requesting  EIEA  funds  were  not  knowing  about 
the  program,  not  realizing  that  they  were  eligible  for  funding,  and  not  having  siifficient 
resources  to  identify  immigrant  children.  A  recent  evaluation  of  the  EIEA  program 
(COSMOS  Corporation,  1993)  found  that  nine  State  Education  Agencies  (Alabama,  Arkansas, 
Delaware,  Indiana,  Kentucky,  Nevada,  New  Hampshire,  South  Dakota,  and  Vermont)  have 
never  applied  for  EIEA  program  funding.  These  states  did  apply  for  federal  grants  under 
the  Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children  which,  imtil  1990,  authorized  assistance  to 
LEAs  for  supplementary  educational  services  for  refugees. 

The  GAO  study  also  found  that,  of  the  approximately  564,000  students  who  received  EEEA- 
funded  services,  m^y  benefitted  from  other  federal  education  programs,  such  as  Title  Vn 
Bilingual  Education  and  Chapter  1  programs.  The  GAO  study  estimates  suggest  that  the 
percentage  of  students  who  participate  in  both  EIEA-funded  and  other  federally-supported 
services  range  from  less  than  10  percent  in  the  State  Legalization  Impact  Assistance  Grants 
Program  to  approximately  66  percent  in  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally 
Disadvantaged  Children. 

Data  from  the  1991  GAO  study  indicate  that  EIEA  students  are  primarily  Hispanic  (60 
percent)  or  Asian  (22  percent),  followed  by  White  non-Hispaitic  (eight  percent).  Black  non- 
Hispanic  (six  percent).  Pacific  Islanders  (two  percent),  and  Other  (two  percent).  Most 
(approximately  90  percent)  are  limited  English  proficient.  Almost  two-thirds  (60  percent) 
of  the  EIEA  program  participants  are  enrolled  in  elementary  schools,  18  percent  in  middle 
and  jxmior  high  schools,  and  21  percent  in  high  schools.  Very  few  (one  percent)  of  EIEA 
students  are  in  pre-kindergarten  classes. 


A«      EIEA  Frognm  Participants  by  State 

Tables  1  and  2  show  the  number  and  percentage  of  immigrant  students  served  by  state 
during  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years,  as  compiled  from  SEA  reports^  For  the  1990- 
91  school  year,  32  states  and  one  U.S.  territory  receiving  EIEA  funds  reported  that  they 
served  589,743  immigrant  students.  Thirty-five  states  and  two  U.S.  territories  provided 
services  to  684,293  students  in  1991-92. 


^  Data  received  by  the  Department  of  Education  were  examined  for  inconsistencies  and  follow-up 
inqiiiries  were  made  of  several  states  to  obtain  corrected  information. 
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Five  states  (California,  New  York,  Texas,  Illinois,  and  Florida)  accounted  for  over  three- 
fourths  of  total  EIEA  participants  for  both  1990-91  and  1991-92.  California  had  by  far  the 
largest  proportion  of  EIEA  students  for  each  school  year  (45.5  percent  and  46.6  percent, 
respectively),  followed  by  New  York  (16.7  percent  and  16.3  percent,  respectively).  Similar 
findings  were  reported  in  the  previous  biennial  report  to  Congress  on  1988-90  data, 

B.       EIEA  Program  Participants  by  National  Origin 


Tables  3  and  4  show  the  most  common  coimtries  of  origin  for  students  served  in  EIEA 
programs  in  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years,  as  reported  by  the  SEAs.  In  each 
program  year,  ten  coimtries  accovmted  for  nearly  two-thirds  of  all  EIEA  program 
participants,  with  the  largest  proportion  of  EIEA  students  from  Mexico  (35.3  percent  in  1990- 
91  and  38.2  percent  in  1991-92). 

There  was  very  little  change  in  the  composition  of  the  top  ten  coimtries  of  origin  between 
the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years.  Mexico  and  Vietnam  stayed  in  the  top  two  positions 
and  six  other  countries  (China,  the  Domixucan  Republic,  El  Salvador,  Korea,  the  Philippines, 
and  the  former  Soviet  Union)  also  remained  among  the  top  ten  in  both  years.  Nicaragua 
and  Laos  were  replaced  by  Haiti  and  Guatemala  on  the  1991-92  list  of  the  most  common 
countries  of  origin. 

Over  one-half  of  EIEA  program  participants  during  1990-91  and  1991-92  were  from  Spanish- 
language  speaking  countries,  including  Mexico,  El  Salvador,  and  the  Dominican  Republic. 
About  the  same  proportion  had  been  reported  for  the  previous  two-year  period  (1988-90). 
Approximately  one-fourth  of  EIEA  students  were  from  Asian-language  speaking  countries, 
such  as  Vietnam,  Laos,  and  China.  Less  than  three  percent  were  from  English-language 
speaking  countries.  Appendix  C  presents  the  number  of  EIEA  participants  by  country  of 
origin  as  reported  by  SEAs  for  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years. 

Appendix  D  contains  a  table  of  EIEA  participation  ^7  state  of  residence  and  country  of 
origin  as  reported  by  SEAs  for  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years.  The  geographical 
concentration  of  the  EIEA  student  population  suggests  that  immigrants  to  the  U.S.  continue 
to  gravitate  to  states  with  large  numbers  of  people  who  speak  the  language(s)  of  'd\e  newly- 
arrived  immigrants.  For  example,  since  Spanish-speaking  immigrants  generfdly  settle  in 
California,  New  York,  Florida,  or  Texas,  these  are  states  with  high  numbers  of  EIEA 
students. 
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TABLE  1 

EIEA  Participants  by  SUte  for  the  1990^  School  Yeajr 

State 

Total  Students 

PercentaKC 

r  A 

Qfl  X'l'X 

1  A  7 
iO./ 

TY 

1/;  1  ^0 

JO,  1^7 

0. 1 

IL 

in 

CT 

rL 

VT 

L0,OO\J 

2.9 

MA 

2.7 

2.1 

V  A 

10,777 

1.8 

WA 
VV  A 

8,666 

1.5 

7,451 

1.3 

FIT 

7,062 

1.2 

6^65 

1.1 

PA 
r  A 

4,636 

0.8 

3,938 

0.7 

ni 

3,467 

0.6 

3,450 

0.6 

3344 

0.6 

3^173 

0.6 

\I\A 

2,971 

0.5 

iVllN 

CO  TV 

0.5 

UK 

0.4 

2,059 

0.3 

0.3 

Ml 
iVU 

1,931 

03 

1,492 

a.3 

1349 

0.2 

1  IN 

1,089 

02 

LA 

0.1 

OK 

377 

0.1 

MO 

301 

0.1 

MT 

94 

<0.1 

Puerto  Rico 

3,008 

03 

Total 

100.0% 

TABLE  2 

EIEA  Participants  by  Sut*  (ot  the  1991<92  School  Year 


SUte 

Total  Students 

Percentage 

CA 

318,633 

46.6% 

NY 

111,321 

16.3 

XX 

40,561 

59 

n 

34,122 

5.0 

r  u 

32,998 

4.8 

19  500 

2.8 

17,334 

23 

14,240 

2.1 

11,630 

1.7 

VA 
V  r\ 

10,812 

1.6 

MD 

8,663 

1.3 

7366 

1.1 

6,432 

0.9 

PA 

4,732 

0.7 

3,985 

0.6 

rr 

3357 

0.6 

MM 

3327 

0.6 

OR 

3,788 

0.6 

DC 

3,679 

0.5 

LA 

3,420 

0.5 

MN 

3A50 

0.5 

HI 

2,987 

0.4 

MI 

2379 

0.4 

2,073 

0.3 

WT 

1380 

0.2 

TM 

1308 

0^ 

1,460 

0.2 

ICS 

1,021 

0.1 

MO 

847 

0.1 

rn 

466 

0.1 

OK 

0.1 

ND 

315 

<0.1 

ME 

257 

<0.1 

lA 

186 

<0.1 

MT 

120 

<0.1 

Puerto  Rico  3,013  0.4 

Guam  922_  0^ 

Total  684^93  100.0% 
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TABLE  3 


Most  CommoD  Countries  of  Origin  for  Students  Served  in  EIEA  Programs 

1990-91 


Total  ^fitHentfl 

Perccotftgc 

Mexico 

207,984 

Vieuiam 

32,681 

El  Salvador 

26,658 

A  < 

4,5 

Dominican  Republic 

25,233 

4,3 

Philippines 

18,481 

3,1 

Nicaragiia 

14,800 

2.5 

Korea 

14,407 

2.4 

USSR 

13,860 

2.4 

Laos 

13^508 

2.3 

China 

13,421 

2.3 

TABLE  4 

Most  Common  Countries  of  Origin  for  Students  Served  in  EIEA  Programs 

1991-92 


Country 

Total  Students 

Percentage 

Mexico 

261,664 

38.2% 

Vietnam 

36,629 

5.4 

Dominican  Republic 

28,242 

4.1 

El  Salvador 

27J60 

4.0 

USSR 

21,678 

3.2 

PhiUppinet 

20,446 

3.0 

China 

15.656 

2.3 

Haiti 

15,456 

2.3 

Korea 

15.190 

2.2 

Guatemala 

14,057 

2.1 
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TV.  EIEA  PROGRAM  GRANT  ALLOCATIONS,  1984-1992 


Current  legislation  authorizes  funding  for  the  EIEA  program  through  1993.  As  shown  in  Table 
5  below,  the  amount  of  Congressional  appropriations  has  remained  relatively  constant  at 
approximately  $29-$30  miUion  annually.  The  number  of  immigrant  students  served  by  the 
program,  however,  has  been  increasing  since  the  legislation  was  enacted  in  1984,  with  the 
number  of  EIEA  students  during  1991-92  (687,334)  ahnost  twice  the  number  for  1984-85 
(348,287).  These  two  factors  have  resulted  in  a  smaller  per-pupil  allocation  for  each  successive 
program  year.  The  per  student  allocation  has  steadily  decreased  from  $86  for  the  1984-85  school 
year  to  $43  for  the  1991-92  school  year. 


TABLES 

EIEA  Grant  AUocations,  1984-92 

School  Yaur 

AppropriatioQ              Number  of  EIEA 
(in  miUions  of  doUan)  Stadenti 

Per  Student  AUocatkm 
(dolkn) 

1984-85 

$30.0 

348,287 

$86 

1985-86 

30.0  • 

422^549 

71 

1986-87 

28.7 

436,612 

66 

1987-88 

30.0 

428,688 

70 

1988-89 

28.7 

427,870 

67 

1989-90 

29.6 

478,172 

62 

1990-91 

30.1 

616,604' 

49 

1991-92 

29.3 

687,334* 

43 

* 

Oi£ta»cct  in  aumbers  of  students  reported  here  and  total  EIEA  p«iticip«nts  reported  in 
Tablit  1  ud  2  reflect  enrollment  fluctuanons  from  the  time  of  the  inidil  child  count  to  the 
end  of  t  pioiect  period. 

V.  EIEA  PROGRAM  EXPENDITURES  IN  1990-91  AND  1991-92 


In  the  1990-91  school  year,  32  states  and  one  U.S.  territory  reported  expenditures  in  the  amount 
of  $28,584,109.  Thirty-five  states  and  two  U.S.  territories  reported  expenditures  in  the  amount 
of  $27,003,627  for  the  1991-92  school  year.  The  reported  number  of  EIEA  students  rose  by 
approximately  70,000  during  this  period. 

A  1991  GAO  review  of  school  districts  fimded  under  EIEA  in  the  1989-90  school  year  concluded 
that  most  EIEA  funds  (80  percent)  were  used  to  support  academic  instructional  programs.  The 
remaining  amount  was  used  for  administrative  costs  (five  percent),  student  testing  and  career 
counseling  (four  percent),  parental  involvement  (four  percent),  and  miscellaneous  expenses  (seven 
percent).  Similarly,  SEA-reported  expenditures  during  1988-1990  indicated  that  81  percent  of 
the  total  EIEA  grant  budget  was  spent  on  supplementary  educational  services,  13  percent  on 
additional  basic  instructional  services,  four  percent  on  inservice  training  for  personnel,  and  one 
percent  for  administrative  costs. 

Recently  reported  program  expenditures  for  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  year  show  a  similar 
pattern^  Over  this  two-year  period,  almost  80  percent  of  total  EIEA  funds  were  used  f<x 
supplementary  educational  services,  16  percent  for  additional  basic  instructional  services,  four 
percent  for  inservice  training  for  personnel  and  two  percent  for  administrative  costs.  Figure  1 
illustrates  the  relative  percentages  of  these  expenditures  for  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  reporting 
periods. 

Table  6  presents  a  more  detaUed  breakdown  of  EIEA  program  expenditures  by  category  for  1990- 
91  and  1991-92.  In  1990-91,  $22,742,438  of  total  EIEA  funds  (528,504,109)  were  used  for 
supplementary  educational  services,  such  as  English  language  instruction  (44.2  percent),  other 
bilingual  education  (24.4  percent),  and  special  materials  and  supplies  (7.6  percent).  Additional 
basic  instructional  services  comprised  another  15.6  percent  ($4,467,088)  of  the  total  EIEA  funds, 
and  consisted  of  money  for  classroom  supplies  (7.8  percent),  overhead  costs  (3.3  percent), 
transportation  (1.3  percent),  construction  (1.2  percent),  acquisition/rental  of  space  (less  than  one 
percent),  and  other  services  (1.2  percent).  Inservice  training  for  personnel  accounted  for  3.3 
percent  ($946,475),  and  administrative  costs  were  1.5  percent  ($428,107)  of  the  total  allotment 
of  EIEA  funds. 

Although  there  was  some  variation,  1991-92  EIEA  budget  categories  and  distributions  remained 
very  similar  to  the  1990-91  school  year.  The  total  expenditures  for  the  1991-92  school  year  were 
$27,003,627,  representing  a  5.5  percent  ($1,580,482)  decrease  from  the  previous  year. 


^  The  program  expenditure  categories  used  in  this  report  are  those  listed  in  the  Emergenqr  Inumgrant 
Education  Act  and  reported  by  state  education  agencies.  Explicit  definitions  of  these  categories  were  not 
provided. 
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Figure  2  illustrates  the  relative  size  of  the  expenditures  for  four  supplementary  educational 
services  categories  in  1990-91  and  1991-92.  While  there  was  some  variation  among  states,  SEAs 
reported  spending  more  for  English  language  instruction  than  for  any  other  item.  Two  states  and 
one  U.S.  territory  (Colorado,  Montana,  and  Puerto  Rico)  spent  over  90  percent  of  their  total  EIEA 
funds  for  1990-91  and  1991-92  in  this  category. 

Very  few  states  reported  spending  a  substantial  proportion  of  their  EIEA  budget  on  "other 
bilingual  education"  services.  One  exception  was  the  state  of  Minnesota.  In  both  school  years, 
over  one-half  of  their  EIEA  grant  was  spent  within  this  category  (56.2  percent  in  1990-91  and 
59.2  percent  Ln  1991-92).  New  York  spent  over  40  percent  in  this  category  during  each  of  these 
two  years.  In  contrast,  seven  states  and  one  U.S.  territory  (Colorado,  Georgia,  Maryland. 
Oklahoma,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island,  Wisconsin,  and  Puerto  Rico)  did  not  use  any  EIEA 
monies  for  "odier  bilingual  education"  in  either  1990-91  or  1991-92. 
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VI-  PROPOSED  1993  LEGISLATIVE  AMENDMENTS 


To  ensure  that  EDEA  program  funds  effectively  meet  the  needs  of  eligible  immigrant  smdcnts, 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  (ED)  has  submitted  a  legislative  proposal  to  the  Congress.  The 
primary  intent  of  the  proposed  legislation  is  to  more  efficiently  target  the  linguistic  and  academic 
needs  of  immigrant  smdents  and  to  assist  them  with  their  transition  into  American  society.  The 
principal  changes  to  the  Emergency  Inunigrant  Education  Act  would  be  as  follows: 


1.  The  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  the  ED  to  distribute  grants  directly  to  eligible 
local  education  agencies  rather  than  through  state  education  agencies. 

2.  The  eligibility  criteria  for  LEAs  who  apply  for  an  EIEA  grant  would  be  revised  from  a 
minimum  district  enrollment  of  500  immigrant  children  (or  3  percent  of  die  total 
enrollment)  to  a  minimum  LEA  enrollment  of  1,000  immigrant  children  or  youth  (or  10 
percent  of  the  total  enrollment). 

3.  To  apply  for  EIEA  program  funds,  LEAs  would  be  required  to  submit  evidence  of 
eligibility  and  need  for  funding,  including  the  characteristics  of  the  population  to  be 
served  (e.g.,  native  language,  English  language  proficiency,  and  academic  achievement). 
The  application  must  also  contain  a  description  of  the  proposed  program  design  and  how 
it  will  meet  Uie  needs  of  the  immigrant  children  or  youth  who  will  be  served. 

4.  The  approved  uses  of  EIEA  funds  would  be  revised  to  more  clearly  emphasize 
educational  services.  Additional  basic  instructional  services  would  no  longer  be  funded. 
The  specific  itenos  tiiat  would  be  approved  for  funding  arc  parent  outreach  and  training, 
personnel  salaries,  tutorials  and  academic  or  career  counseling,  and  materials  acquisition. 
Other  activities  would  have  to  be  approved  by  the  Department  of  Education. 

5.  LEAs  may  distribute  subgrants  to  other  educational  organizations  or  may  form  a 
consortium  with  otiier  educational  organizations  to  implement  an  approved  program  for 
eligible  immigrant  children  and  youth. 

6.  Whexcai  die  existing  legislation  is  intended  to  fund  programs  within  public  and  nonpublic 
school!^  out-of-schoo^  youth  could  be  served  under  die  proposed  legislation. 
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m  SUMMARY 


The  EIEA  progranu  administered  by  the  Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Languages 
Affairs,  provided  funding  to  32  states  and  one  territory  for  1990-91  and  35  states  and  two 
territories  for  1991-92.  Five  states  accounted  for  over  75  percent  of  the  total  number  of  EIEA 
program  panicipants  in  each  of  these  school  years.  While  over  one-half  of  EEEA  participants 
were  from  Mexico  and  other  Spanish-language  speaking  countries,  many  were  from  Asian 
countries  such  as  Viemam,  the  Philippines,  Korea,  and  China. 

The  number  of  students  served  by  the  EIEA  program  has  risen  dramatically  since  the  Emergency 
Immigrant  Education  Act  was  first  authorized.  State-reported  student  counts  indicate  that  the 
number  of  EIEA  program  participants  increased  by  approximately  100,000  between  1991  and 
1992  alone  and  has  almost  doubled  since  the  1984-85  school  year.  Nevertheless,  escalations  in 
the  numbers  of  EIEA  program  participants  have  not  been  matched  by  increases  in  federal 
program  funding.  Thus,  the  amount  of  funding  a  school  district  receives  for  each  eligible 
immigrant  student  is  one-half  the  amount  provided  ten  years  ago. 

State  expenditures  showed  little  variation  between  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years.  School 
districts  continue  to  spend  a  large  share  of  their  EIEA  funds  on  the  categories  of  English 
language  instruction  and  other  bilingual  education  services.  As  a  result,  states  reported  spending 
only  a  small  proportion  of  EIEA  funds  on  inscrvicc  personnel  training  and  on  instructional  costs 
other  than  English  language  and  bilingual  education  services. 


16 

1  ^ 


ERIC 


REFERENCES 


COSMOS  Corporation.  (1993).  New  Land,  New  Knowledge:  An  Evaluation  of  Two  Education 
Programs  Serving  Refugee  and  Immigrant  Students.  Final  Report.  Volume  1. 
Washington,  D.C.:  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  Office  of  Policy  and  Planning. 

Day,  Jennifer  Checsemen.  (1993).  Population  Projections  of  the  United  States  by  Age,  Sex, 
Race,  and  Hispanic  Origin:  1992  to  2050.  Washington.  D.C.:  U.S.  Department  of 
Commerce,  Economics  and  Statistics  Administration,  Bureau  of  the  Census. 

O'Hare  WiUiam  P.  (1992).  America's  Minorities  ■  The  Demographics  of  Diversity. 

Population  Bulletin,  Vol.  47,  No.  4.  Washington.  D.C:  Population  Reference  Bureau,  Inc. 

Public  Law  100-297.  The  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  of  1984. 

U  S  Department  of  Education.  (1992).  Biennial  Report  to  Congress  on  the  Emergency 
Immigrant  Education  Program.  Washington,  D.C:  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  Office 
of  the  Secretary. 

U  S  General  Accounting  Office.  (1991).  Immigrant  Education:  Information  on  the  Emergency 
Immigrant  Education  Act  Program  (HRD-91-50).  Washington,  D.C:  U.S.  General 
Accounting  Office;  Human  Resources  Division. 


c:\yr2to5Vnet.n>  l(ti202) 


17 


ERIC 


APPENDICES 


APPENDIX  A: 
Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  (PL  100-297) 
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4.  iV. 


"Subpart  3— (General  Provisions 
20  use  3Ul  -SKC  l.ini.  AOMINISTKATIVK  PROVISIONS. 

•'<a)  General  Rule.— Payments  under  this  part  may  be  made  m 
installments,  m  advance,  or  by  way  of  reimbursement,  with  nec- 
essary adjustments  on  account  of  underpayment  or  overpayment 

"(b)  Audit  Rule.— The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States 
or  any  of  the  Comptroller  General's  duly  authorized  representatives 
shall  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination  to  any 
books,  documents,  papers,  and  records  that  are  pertinent  to  any 
grant  under  this  part. 
20  use  3U2  'SKC.  4.112.  .MTKOHIZATION  OK  APPROrKI ATIONS. 

•fa)  Authorization  for  Subpart  I.— There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  subpart  I  of  this  part 
$3,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1989  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1990  through  1993. 

"ibl  Authorization  for  Subpart  2.— <1)  There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  subpart  2  of  this  part 
52,000.000  for  fiscal  year  1989  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1990  through  199:  ^ 

"(2)  No  funds  may  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  for 
the  fiscal  year  1989  unless  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  for  such  fiscal  year  total  not  less  than  $2,500,000.  In 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1990  through  1993,  no  funds  may  be  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  unless  sufficient  amounts  arc 
appropriated  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  for  the  fiscal  year  to  carry 
out  activities  under  subpart  1  of  this  part  at  the  level  established 
during  the  fiscal  year  1989. 

Emerjtncy  "PART  D-IMMIGRANT  EDUCATION 

Immigrant 

Education  Act      -SEC  \\0\.  SHORT  TITLE. 

20  ulc  3121  "This  part  may  be  cited  as  the  'Emergency  Immigrant  Education 

Act  of  1984'. 
20  use  3122.        "SEC.  \urL  UKFIMTIONS. 

"As  used  in  this  part— 

"(1)  The  term  'immigrant  children  means  children  who  were 
not  born  in  any  State  and  who  have  been  attending  schools  in 
anv  1  or  more  Sutes  for  less  than  3  complete  academic  years. 

•'(2)  The  term  'elementary  or  secondary  nonpublic  schools 
means  schools  which  comply  with  the  applicable  compulsory 
attendance  laws  of  the  State  and  which  are  exempt  from  tax- 
ation under  section  501(cX3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954. 

20  use  3123.        -SEC.  4403.  AUTHORIZATIONS  AND  ALLOCATION  OF  APPROPRI.^TIONS. 

"(a)  Authorizations  of  Appropriations.— There  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  make  payments  to  which  State  educational 
agencies  are  entitled  under  this  part  and  payments  for  administra- 
tfon  under  section  4404  S3U»000.000  for  the  fiscal  year  19So, 
$40l0OO^  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1986  1987  1988.  and  989, 
and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1990, 
1991, 1992.  and  1993.  ,      ^  ... 

"(b)  Allocation  or  Appropriations.— <1)  If  the  sums  appropriates! 
for  any  fiscal  year  to  make  payments  to  Sutea  under  this  part  arc 
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not  sufficient  to  pay  in  full  the  sum  of  the  amounta  which  State 
educational  agencies  arc  entitled  to  receive  under  this  part  for  such 
year,  the  allocations  to  State  educational  agencies  shall  be  ratably 
reduced  to  the  extent  necessary  to  bring  the  aggregate  of  such 
allocations  within  the  limits  of  the  amounts  so  appropriated. 

"^2)  In  the  event  that  funds  become  available  for  making  pay- 
ments under  this  part  for  any  period  after  allocations  have  been 
made  under  paragraph  fl)  of  this  subsection  for  such  period,  the 
amounts  reduced  under  such  paragraph  shall  be  increased  on  the 
same  basis  as  they  were  reduced. 

•SEC.  4404.  ST.XTE  .\DMIMSTR.\TIVE  COSTS.  20  USC  3124. 

'The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pay  to  each  State  educational 
agency  amounts  equal  to  the  amounts  expended  by  it  for  the  proper 
and  efficient  administration  of  its  functions  under  this  part,  except 
that  the  total  of  such  payments  for  any  period  shall  not  exceed  1.5 
per  centum  of  the  amounts  which  that  State  educational  agency  is 
entitled  to  receive  for  that  period  under  this  part 

•SEC.  4405.  WITHHOLDING.  20  USC  3125. 

''Whenever  the  Secretary,  after  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity 
for  a  hearing  to  any  State  educational  agency,  finds  that  there  is  a 
failure  to  meet  the  reouirements  of  any  provision  of  this  part,  the 
Secretary  shall  notify  that  agency  that  further  payments  will  not  be 
made  to  the  agency  under  this  part*  or  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary,  that  the  State  educational  agency  shall  not  make  further 
payments  under  this  part  to  specified  local  educational  agencies 
whose  actions  cause  or  are  involved  in  such  failure  until  the  Sec* 
retary  is  satisfied  that  there  is  no  longer  any  such  failure  to  comply. 
Until  the  Secretary  is  so  satisfied,  no  further  payments  shall  be 
made  to  the  State  educational  agency  under  this  part,  or  payments 
by  the  State  educational  agency  under  this  part  shall  be  limited  to 
local  educational  agencies  whose  actions  did  not  cause  or  were  not 
involved  in  the  failure,  as  the  case  may  be. 

-^SEC  4404.  STATE  ENTITLEMENTS.  20  USC  3126. 

"(a)  Payments.— The  SecreUry  shall,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section,  make  payments  to  State  educational 
agencies  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1985  through  1993  for  the 


''(b)  EKrrrLXiiSNTS.-<l)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3)  and 
in  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  this  section,  the  amount  of  the  grant  to 
which  a  State  educational  agency  is  entitled  under  this  part  shah  be 
equal  to  the  product  of  (A)  the  number  of  immigrant  children 
enrolled  during  such  fiscal  year  in  elementary  and  secondary  public 
schools  under  the  jurisdiction  of  each  local  educational  agency 
described  under  paragraph  (2)  within  that  State,  and  in  any  ele* 
mentaiy  or  ssoondary  nonpublic  school  within  the  district  served  by 
each  such  local  educational  agency,  multiplied  by  (B)  $500. 

"(2)  The  local  educational  agencies  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  are 
thoee  local  educational  agencies  in  which  the  sum  of  the  number  of 
immigrant  children  who  are  enrolled  in  elementary  or  secondary 
public  schools  under  the  jurisdiction  of  such  agencies,  and  in  ele- 
mentary or  secondary  nonpublic  schools  within  the  districts  served 
by  such  agencies,  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  payments  are 
to  be  made  under  this  part,  is  equal  to — 
"(A)  at  least  500;  or 
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"(B)  at  least  3  percent  of  the  total  number  of  student*  enrolled 
in  such  public  or  nonpublic  schools  during  such  fiscal  year, 
whichever  number  is  lea*.  .  •  ■ 

"(3XA)  The  amount  of  the  grant  of  any  State  educational  agency 
for  any  fiscal  year  as  determined  under  paragraph  (I)  shall  be 
reduced  by  the  amounts  made  available  for  such  fiscal  year  under 
any  other  Federal  law  for  expenditure  withm  the  State  for  the  same 
ourpose  as  thoee  for  which  funds  are  available  under  this  part,  but 
suchreduction  shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent  that  (i)  such 
amounts  are  made  available  for  such  purpose  specifically  because  of 
the  refugee.  paroUee.  asylee.  or  other  immigrant  status  of  the 
individuals  served  by  such  funds,  and  (ii)  such  amounts  are  made 
available  to  provide  aaeiatanc*  to  individuals  eligible  for  services 

""uB)  No  rwluction  of  a  grant  under  this  part  shall  be  made  under 
sub Aragraph  (A)  for  any  fiBcl  year  if  a  r*auction  a  made,  pursuant 
to  a^mparable  provision  in  any  such  other  Federal  law.  in  the 
Snount  tSade  .viilable  for  expenditure  in  the  Sut«  for  such  facal 
^  und«  such  other  Federal  law,  based  on  the  amount  assumed  to 

be  available  under  thia  part.  ^  r\  ^ 

"to  DmKMWATiONaTF  NuMBta  OF  Chil0REN.-<1)  Determm^ 
tiona  by  the  Secretary  under  this  section  for  any  penod  with  respect 
toX  numl^TofS^  chUdren  shal  be  'he  basa  of 

data  or  estimates  provided  to  the  Secretaiy  by  each  State  edu- 
cftiofuS  aeencr  in  accordance  with  critaria  eatabbshed  by  the 
&Siy??S2i  Ae  sSetSy  determine^  after  notk.  wid  oppor. 
SSrSr  a  hSring  to  the  affected  SUte  educational  sgency.  that 
such  daU  or  estimates  are  clearly  erroneous.  u      *  - 

"(2)nS  iudi  determination  with  respect  to  the  number  of  un- 
mi^f  chu2e?3»aU  ope«t.  because  of  •^^^^^Z 
mr?restimate  to  deprive  any  Sute  educational  agency  of  lU  enUUe- 
mf^^v  MraentTor  the  amount  thereof)  under  this  section  to 
X?h  wS^.SS^woSd'SentiUed  had  mich  determination  been 

"^'^VRiit.SS'Ttl*?^^^  the  Secretary  <iete.nnin«  that 
any  amolmtofa  payment  made  to  a  ^te  under  this  part  for  a 
SJalyear  irill  nSt  be  used  by  such  State  for  carryina  out  the 
nSSoi  for  wSch  the  payment  was  made,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
SJcT?iSLitiS£ffie"OT  carrying  out  such  puw  to  I  or  mors 
SSer  Staua  to^eextent  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  other 
SutL  Wmbe^Se  to  use  such  additional  amount  for  carrving  out 
fuTpSoit  A?y  siJlSmt  made  available  to  •  Stau  j~m  an 
-.T*-J^«V^  fi^  •  vemr  in  accordance  with  the  preceding 
Sn^SKVSu  for  JuSSes  JffhSiSSbe  regarded  ..  part  of  such 
sS£5^y!«nt  (aTdSemined  under  subsection  (b))  for  such  year 
b?t  shiffSn"v^lable  until  the  end  of  the  succeeding  fiscd 

year. 

20  use  Jin.     -sec  mr.  USES  or  FUNDS.  p.v 
Suwtii«NTA«Y  Educational  Siavtcia  and  CoTO.-Fay- 
o,.iu  SSTSSTthil  part  to  any  State  may  ^  ST*'"  I^SSS 

SS^foS.  "ratSinTSildren  enrolled  in  th« 

5«Sndai7  public  sch^ls  under  the  junsdictton  oj, Jg"  J^^^f" 

S3  M«ncies  of  the  Sute  described  m  section  4406(bX2)  and  m 
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elementary  and  secondary  nonpublic  schools  of  that  SUte  within 
the  districts  served  by  such  agencies. 

"(b)  Kinds  of  Services  and  Costs.— Financial  assistance  provided 
under  this  part  shall  be  available  to  meet  the  costs  of  providing 
immigrant  children  supplementary  educational  services,  including 
but  not  limited  to—  , 

*•(!)  supplementary  educational  services  necessary  to  enable 
those  children  to  achieve  a  satisfactory  level  of  performance, 
including — 

"(A)  English  language  instruction; 
"(B)  other  bilingual  educational  services;  and 
"(C)  special  materials  and  supplies; 
"(2)  additional  basic  instructional  services  which  are  directly 
attribuuble  to  the  presence  in  the  school  district  of  immigrant 
children,  including  the  costs  of  providing  additional  classroom 
supplies,  overhead  costs,  costs  of  construction,  acquisition  or 
renul  of  space,  costa  of  transportation,  or  such  other  costs  as 
are  directly  attribuuble  to  such  additional  basic  instructional 

services;  and  ^  i    u  n 

••(3)  essential  inservice  training  for  personnel  who  will  l>e 
providing  instruction  described  in  either  paragraph  (1)  or  l^)  ot 
this  sub^tion. 

-SEC  440«.  APPLICATIONS,  ^ 

"(a)  Submission.— No  State  educational  agency  shall  be  entitled  to 
any  payment  under  thia  part  for  any  period  unleai^  that  agency 
subnuta  an  application  to  the  Secretary  at  such  tune,  m  tueh 
manner,  and  containing  or  accompanied  by  luch  mfonnation,  as  the 
Secretary  may  reasonably  require-  Each  such  appUcation  shall- 
"(1)  provide  that  the  educational  programa,  servxcee,  and 
activities  for  which  pavmenU  under  this  pftit  are  made  will  be 
administered  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  the  a««ncy; 

"(2)  provide  assurances  that  payments  under  this  part  will  be 
used  for  purposes  set  forth  in  section  4407 ;  A^^^iw. 

•*(3)  provide  assurances  that  such  paynienU  will  be  distrib- 
uted  among  local  educational  agencies  within  that  State  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  children  counted  with  jespect  to  such 
local  educational  agency  under  section  4406(bXl).  adjusUd  to 
reflect  any  reductions  imposed  pursuant  to  section  4406(bXJ) 
which  are  attributable  to  such  local  educational  agencr. 

"(4)  provide  assurances  that  the  SUte  educaUonal  agency  will 
r.ot  finally  disapprove  in  whole  or  in  Pjrt  any  appli<^^^^^J^^ 
funds  received  under  this  part  without  first  affording  the  local 
educational  agency  submitting  an  application  for  such  funds 
reasonable  notica  and  opportumty  for  a  hearing; 

"(5)  provide  for  malang  such  reports  as  the  SecreUry  may  iWporta. 
reasonably  require  to  perform  the  functions  under  this  part; 
and 

'*(6)  provide  assurances—  .  ^    ,         .  - 

"(A)  that  to  the  extent  consistent  with  the  number  ot 
immigrant  children  enrolled  in  the  elementary  or  second- 
ary nonpublic  schools  within  the  district  served  by  a  lo<^ 
educational  agency,  such  agency,  after  consulution  with 
appropriate  officials  of  such  schools,  shall  provide  for  the 
benefit  of  these  children  secular,  neutral,  and 
nonideological  services,  materials,  and  equipment  nec- 
essary for  the  education  of  such  children; 
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Contrftcti. 


20  use  3129. 


20  U9C  3130. 


20  use  3UL 

Appropriatioa 
authonzAtion. 


PUBUC  LAW  100-297-APR.  28.  1988 

■  r,v  w  *  .V-  -.Antral  of  fund*  provided  under  thi«  part 
'^^^^*\?  ,nv  matenSs   ^iipment,  and  property 

and  title       "'L      Snstwc^ '^^^ 

repaired,  remodeled,  or  consiru^       purpoees  provided  in 

'r,^^t^<iTpl'^^<^^^^^  a<LKr  .uch  fund. 

^"^,?rtKhrp^ionof«^^^ 

graph  shall  be  PfoX^'i*^,^  TubUcTgeLy  wU^  a  pet4on. 
through  contract  by  such  pubjc  agency  ^^.^^^ 

association,  agency,  or  ^oj^^'f '^-dependent  of  such  ele- 
provision  of  such  ^e'TSbUc  Shod  S  of  any  religious 
menury  or  secondary  nonpublic*'^^  ^ 

organization;  and  ^^PS^of  such  public  agency. 
JommiSgledwirh  State  or  local  ^ 

application  which  f^^^^n^^^SiSS  an  appUcation  of  a  State 
S^tary  shaU  S^^J^Jg^SS^nable  nbtice  and  opportunity 
^ainSSSS^iragency. 

Srap»?deTilS|?« ^^^^  - 
entitled  to  receive  "^f' '"^'^olled  in  NoNFtrtUC  Schoou.-^ 
"(b)  Servicis  to  CiuLpiiKM  ENKOuxB  ^uc^tional  agency  « 
by  reason  of  any  P^W  °4 Kaf  teSSc-  for  chUdren  enioUed 
prohibited  from  P'5^iS^„S^S*SpubUc  ichooU,  ^"^J^ 
\n  elementary  and  determine*  that  a  load  edu- 

section  4408(aX6),  or  «iJS"|S^[7^''Sia  unwilling  to  pro^ 
cational  agency      '^S-SSfe  baS  of  childran  eniolfed  m  «ch 
the  participation  on  an  «<l'"**°i;:3r  such  requirement  and  shaU 
schJbb;  the  Secretarjf  .»»y  to         ""^^  ^^^^ 

provisions  of  chapter  1  of  title  i. 

-SEC  4410.  REPOW8-  u  Cf,f- «lucational  agency  receiving 

..(a)  BiK^NiAL.RiFoaT.-Each  Sute  e^^^^^  ^^^^  to.  the 
funds  under  this.pwt  sluUl  suom^  of  fSdiby  local  educaUonal 
sicreury  concerning  the  «gj SSioniQ  agency  receiving 
agencies  under  thu  part.  Each  loca^  ea  ^ycaUonal  agency 

fSnds  under  this  part  shaU  »ubmitio 

such  information  as  may  be  n«^^^**i^7hall  submit  biannually 

a  report  to  the  aopropnate  commii«^ 
programs  under  this  part. 

-PACT  E-TERRITORIAL  ASSISTANCE 
-,«.4S0..CENERAL  ASSISTANCE  rORTHE  V^^^^^^ 
,e»^d%^r^rh?rW^S^^^^^^^^        years,  for  the 
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APPENDIX  B: 
State  Reporting  Form  (ED  T85-LP) 


0MB  No.  1886-0613 
Expifttjon;  06/30/95 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Languages  Affairs 

Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Program 

Public  reporting  burden  for  this  collection  of  information  is  estimated  to  average  5  hours 
per  response,  including  the  time  for  reviewing  instructions,  searching  existing  data 
sources,  gathering  and  maintaining  the  data  needed,  and  completing  and  reviewing  the 
collection  of  information.  Send  comments  regarding  this  burden  estimate  or  any  other 
aspect  of  this  collection  of  information,  including  suggestions  for  reducing  this  burden, 
to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  Information  Management  and  Compliance  Division, 
Washington,  D.C.  20202-4651;  and  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
Paperwork  Reduction  Project  1885  -  0513  Washington,  D.C.  20503. 


Biennial  Report 

Instruction:  The  Biennial  Report  Form  has  two  parts.  Part  A  is  the  Student  National 
Origin  Report  Form  and  Part  B  is  the  LEA  Expenditure  Report  Form.  These  two  forms  are 
to  be  used  by  the  LEAs  to  report  to  the  SEAs  and  by  SEAs  to  report  to  the  Secretary  of 
Education.  In  Part  A,  you  list  under  column  (1)  the  national  origin  (country  of  birth)  of 
immigrant  child  served  under  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Program.  In  column  (2) 
you  indicate  the  number  of  immigrant  children  who  are  of  the  same  national  origin. 

Since  the  Biennial  Report  covers  two  years,  the  SEA  is  required  to  submit  to  the  Secretary 
an  annual  report  consisting  of  one  Part  A  report  form  and  one  Part  B  report  form  for 
1 990-1 991  grant  period  and  one  Part  a  report  form  and  one  Part  B  report  form  for  1 991  - 
1992  grant  period. 

Part  A  *  Student  National  Origin  Report 


National  Origin  of  Number  of  Immigrant 

Immigrant  Children  (1)  Children  (2) 


ERIC 


National  Origin  of 
Immigrant  Children 


Number  of  Immigrant 
Children 


ED  T85'LP 


ERIC 


Titk6SIA.SI2 


ERIC 


EMERGENCY  IMMIGRANT  EDUCATION  PROGRAM 

PART  B  LEA  EXPENDITURE  REPORT 

Report  the  expenditures  listed  below.  Refer  to  the  definitions  found  in  Part  D,  Section 
4407  of  Public  Law  100-297. 

A,  Supplemental  Educational  Services  Expenditures 

(1)  English  language  instruction  $  

(2)  Other  bilingual  education  $  

(3)  Special  Materials  and  Supplies  $  

(4)  Other  $ 

Subtotal  A  $  

B,  Additional  Basic  Instructional  Services 

(1)  Classroom  supplies  $  

(2)  Overhead  costs  $  

(3)  Construction  $  

^4)      Acquisition  or  Rental  of  Space  $  

(5)  Transportation  $  

(6)  Other  $  

Subtotal  B  $  

C,  Inservice  Training  for  oersonnel  $  

Subtotal  C  $  

Items  D  and  E  are  for  SEA  use  onlv 

D,  Administrative  Cost  $  

(not  to  exceed  1 .5%  of  grant) 

Subtotal  D  $  

E,  Total  (Add  all  subtotals)  $  


6D  T86-LP 


APPENDIX  C: 


EIEA  Participants  by  Country  of  Origin: 
1990-91  and  1991-92  School  Years 


EIEA  PA11TIC3PANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FbR  THE  1990^  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 

1990-91 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

rUTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

MEXICO 

207,984 

35.3% 

261,664 

38.2% 

VIETNAM 

32,681 

■5.5 

36,629 

5.4 

EL  SALVADOR 

26,658 

4.5 

27,560 

4.0 

DOMINICAN  REPUBUC 

25,233 

4.3 

28,242 

4.1 

PHILIPPINES 

18,481 

3.1 

20,446 

3.0 

NICARAGUA 

14,800 

2.5 

10322 

1.5 

KOREA 

14,407 

2.4 

15,190 

2.2 

USSR 

13,860 

2.4 

21,678 

3.2 

LAOS 

13^ 

2.3 

11,899 

1.7 

CHINA 

13,421 

2.3 

15,656 

2.3 

HAITI 

13,189 

2.2 

15,456 

2.3 

GUATEMALA 

12,094 

2.1 

14,057 

2.1 

CAMBODIA 

10,988 

1.9 

9,8% 

1.4 

JAMAICA 

10,634 

1.8 

13,972 

2.0 

INDIA 

9,045 

1.5 

9,800 

1.4 

COLOMBIA 

8,231 

1.4 

8,796 

1.3 

TAIWAN 

6,637 

1.1 

6,967 

1.0 

GUYANA 

6,475 

1.1 

6,765 

1.0 

THAILAND 

6,365 

1.1 

6,738 

1.0 

HONDURAS 

6,139 

1.0 

6,684 

1.0 

HONG  KONG 

5,408 

0.9 

5,020 

0.7 

POLAND 

5,253 

0.9 

6P94 

0.9 

CUBA 

4,896 

0.8 

4322 

0.7 

ECUADOR 

4,870 

0.8 

5,066 

0.7 

PERU 

4,823 

0.8 

5,250 

0.8 

IRAN 

4,681 

0.8 

5353 

0.8 

JAPAN 

4,661 

0.8 

5377 

0.8 

TRINIDAD 

3,759 

0.6 

5,103 

0.7 

ISRAEL 

3,626 

0.6 

4,289 

0.6 

ARMENIA 

3,411 

0.6 

3,925 

0.6 

PAKISTAN 

3,286 

0.6 

4,116 

0.6 

PORTUGAL 

3,248 

0.6 

3,607 

0.5 

EIEA  PAJRTiaPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  199(M1  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 

1990-91 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAI 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TOT  A I 

STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

BRAZIL 

3,081 

0.5 

3,476 

0.5 

ROMANIA 

2,456 

0.4 

2,884 

0.4 

AFGHANISTAN 

2,345 

0.4 

2,521 

0.4 

SPAIN 

2,202 

0.4 

2,373 

0.3 

GERMANY 

2,181 

0.4 

2,401 

0.4 

VENEZUELA 

1,835 

0.3 

2,304 

0.3 

BOLIVIA 

1,823 

0.3 

1,761 

0.3 

ENGLAND 

1,763 

0.3 

1,858 

0.3 

ARGENTINA 

1,698 

0.3 

1,986 

0.3 

CAPE  VERDE 

1,671 

0.3 

1,545 

0.2 

CANADA 

1,627 

0.3 

2325 

0.3 

PANAMA 

1,584 

0.3 

1,775 

0.3 

ETHIOPIA 

U30 

0.3 

1,934 

0.3 

LEBANON 

U91 

0.2 

1,589 

0.2 

YUGOSLAVIA 

1,242 

0.2 

1,417 

0.2 

COSTA  RICA 

1,231 

0.2 

1,326 

0.2 

GREECE 

1,231 

0.2 

1,076 

0.2 

WEST  INDIES 

1,219 

0.2 

629 

0.1 

BANGLADESH 

1,216 

0.2 

1,626 

0.2 

ITALY 

1,156 

0.2 

1,187 

0.2 

CHILE 

1,141 

0.2 

1,069 

0.2 

TONGA 

1,125 

0.2 

892 

0.1 

INDONESL^ 

1,026 

0.2 

1,209 

0.2 

SOUTH  KOREA 

988 

0.2 

1,076 

0.2 

AZORES 

964 

0.2 

1,018 

0.1 

BARBADOS 

942 

0.2 

948 

0.1 

FRANCE 

900 

0.2 

1,057 

0.2 

EGYPT 

883 

0.1 

956 

0.1 

YEMEN 

832 

0.1 

1,060 

0.2 

NIGERIA 

743 

0.1 

926 

0.1 

i 

JORDAN 

712 

0.1 

884 

0.1  ! 

SAUDI  ARABIA 

700 

0.1 

863 

0.1  i 

EIEA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  1990^  AND  1991^  SCHOOL  YEARS 


1990-91 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

BELIZE 

652 

0.1 

806 

0.1 

GRENADA 

563 

0.1 

580 

0.1 

MALAYSIA 

540 

0.1 

797 

0.1 

SYRIA 

487 

0.1 

573 

0.1 

BURMA 

480 

0.1 

443 

0.1 

LIBERIA 

465 

0.1 

705 

0.1 

GHANA 

464 

0.1 

517 

0.1 

HUNGARY 

463 

0.1 

542 

0.1 

KUWAIT 

441 

0.1 

634 

0.1 

FIJI 

435 

0.1 

606 

0.1 

TURKEY 

428 

0.1 

538 

0.1 

SAMOA 

419 

0.1 

411 

0.1 

IRELAND 

395 

0.1 

300 

<0.1 

ANTIGUA 

393 

0.1 

425 

0.1 

URUGUAY 

385 

0.1 

371 

0.1 

BAHAMAS 

377 

0.1 

781 

0.1 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

330 

0.1 

321 

<0.1 

PARAGUAY 

303 

0.1 

294 

<0.1 

SOUTH  AFRICA 

281 

<0.1 

658 

0.1 

IRAQ 

271 

<0.1 

441 

0.1 

SWEDEN 

255 

<0.1 

264 

<0.1 

AUSTRALIA 

255 

<0.1 

303 

<0.1 

ST.  VINCENT 

246 

<0.1 

310 

<0.1 

SRI  LANKA 

229 

<0.1 

270 

<0.1 

PUERTO  RICO 

206 

<0.1 

216 

<'0.1 

BULGARIA 

202 

<0.1 

357 

0.1 

SUDAN 

198 

<0.1 

214 

<0.1 

VIRGIN  ISLANDS 

198 

<0.1 

162 

<0.1 

ST.LUCIA 

188 

<0.1 

229 

<0.1 

FINLAND 

184 

<0.1 

138 

<0.1 

SIERRA  LEONE 

181 

<0.1 

244 

<0,1 

NETHERLANDS 

161 

<0.1 

190 

<0.1 

EIEA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  1990-91  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 

1990-91 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCEfJTAGE 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

SINGAPORE 

159 

<0.1 

100 

<0.1 

BELGIUM 

147 

<0.1 

149 

<0.1 

UKRAINE 

135 

<0.1 

313 

<0.1 

WESTERN  SAMOA 

133 

<0.1 

150 

<0.1 

OOMINICA 

132 

<0.1 

234 

<0.1 

NORWAY 

130 

<0.1 

178 

<0.1 

SAN  SALVADOR 

128 

<0.1 

85 

<0.1 

AUSTRIA 

124 

<0.1 

115 

<0.1 

SURINAM 

121 

<0.1 

124 

<0.1 

KENYA 

120 

<0.1 

136 

<0.1 

SWITZERLAND 

114 

<0.1 

125 

<0.1 

DENMARK 

112 

<0.1 

111 

<0.1 

NEW  ZEALAND 

■  109 

<0.1 

97 

<0.1 

ANGOLA 

107 

<0.1 

79 

<0.1 

ALBANIA 

102 

<0.1 

126 

<0.1 

MACAO 

95 

<0.1 

83 

<0.1 

PALESTINE 

89 

<0.1 

97 

<o.i 

ZAIRE 

89 

<0.1 

119 

<0.1 

MOROCCO 

83 

<0.1 

90 

<0.1 

ZAMBIA 

79 

<0.1 

89 

<0.1 

SOMALL\ 

77 

<0.1 

161 

<0.1 

CAMEROON 

72 

<0.1 

33 

<0.1 

UNITED  ARAB  EMIRATES 

68 

<0.1 

93 

<0.1 

LIBYA 

67 

<0.1 

69 

<0.1 

ALGERL\ 

66 

<0.1 

60 

<0.1 

ST.KTTS-NEVIS 

65 

<0.1 

107 

<0.1 

NEPAL 

64 

<0.1 

78 

<0.1 

TANZANIA 

62 

<0.1 

56 

<0.1 

SENEGAL 

61 

<0.1 

80 

<0.1 

LITHUANL\ 

53 

<0.1 

66 

<0.1 

BERMUDA 

53 

<0.1 

52 

<0.1 

IVORY  COAST 

52 

<0.1 

161 

<0.1 

EISA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  1990-91  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 

199(M1 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAL 

^  1  UL/CrN  1  9 

TOTAL 

RPT  APT  ]Q 

1 

<U.l 

00 

1 

<U.l 

44 

1 

<U.l 

<U.l 

JO 

1 

4  A 

44 

vU.l 

REPUBUC 

1^ 

jO 

1 

<U.i 

✓0  1 
<u.  I 

BAHRAIN 

33 

<0.1 

64 

<0.1 

UGANDA 

29 

<0.1 

50 

<0.1 

CYPRUS 

28 

<0.1 

34 

<0.1 

ERITREA 

27 

<0.1 

12 

<ai 

MOZAMBIQUE 

26 

<0.1 

i9 

<0.1 

NIGER 

26 

<ai' 

20 

<0.1 

ARABIA 

25 

<0.1 

24 

<0.1 

MONOCO 

23 

<0.1 

19 

<0.1 

SCOTLAND 

22 

<ai 

20 

<0.1 

GUINEA 

21 

<0.1 

38 

<:0.1 

ESTONIA 

20 

<0.1 

26 

<0.1 

MADAGASCAR 

20 

<0.1 

22 

<0.1 

NETHERLANDS  ANTILLES 

18 

<0.1 

31 

<0.1 

FRENCH  ANTILLES 

18 

<0.1 

12 

<0.1 

ZIMBABWE 

18 

<0.1 

24 

<0.1 

FRENCH  GULiiNA 

18 

<0.1 

16 

<0.1 

QATAR 

18 

<0.1 

11 

<0.1 

MALAWI 

17 

<0.1 

32 

<0.1 

COMOROS 

17 

<0.1 

73 

<0.1 

BRUNH 

16 

<0.1 

22 

<0.1 

MALTA 

16 

<ai 

17 

<0.1 

GUADELOUPE 

16 

<0.1 

17 

<0.1 

CHAD 

15 

<0.1 

17 

<0.1 

TURKS/CAICOS 

15 

<0.1 

28 

<0.1 

ST.  MARTIN 

15 

<0.1 

12 

<0.1 

LESOTHO 

15 

<0.1 

6 

<0.1 

DJIBOUTI 

U 

<0.1 

6 

<0.1 

ERJC  1  o  o 


EIEA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  1990^  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 


1990^ 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TUNISIA 

13 

<0.1 

33 

<0.1 

PAPUA  NEW  GUINEA 

13 

<0.1 

13 

<0.1 

MARSHALL  ISLANDS 

13 

<0.1 

40 

<0.1 

BOTSWANA 

12 

<0.1 

17 

<0.1 

TOGO 

12 

<0.1 

19 

<0.1 

LATVIA 

11 

<0.1 

16 

<0.1 

NEW  GUINEA 

9 

<0.1 

7 

<0.1 

BENIN 

8 

<0.1 

13 

<0.1 

SEYCHELLES 

8 

<0.1 

9 

<0.1 

SWAZILAND 

6 

<0.1 

12 

<0.1 

MARTINIQUE 

6 

<0.1 

0 

- 

SOLOMON  ISLANDS 

5 

<0.1 

7 

<0.1 

GUINEA  BISSAU 

5 

<0.1 

5 

<0.1 

TRUK-MOEN  ISLAND 

5 

<0.1 

4 

<0.1 

MAU 

5 

<0.1 

19 

<0.1 

INDOCHINA 

4 

<0.1 

0 

- 

WALES 

4 

<0.1 

10 

<0.1 

MAURITIUS 

4 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

EAST  INDIES 

4 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

NEWCALEDONL^ 

4 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

GUAM 

4 

<0.1 

12 

<0.1 

RADAR 

3 

<0.1 

0 

- 

CAYMAN  ISLAND 

3 

<0.1 

9 

<0.1 

RWANDA 

3 

<0.1 

7 

<0.1 

LUXEMBOURG 

3 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

COOK  ISLANDS 

3 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

NAMIBL\ 

3 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

BHUTAN 

3 

<0.1 

20 

<0.1 

EASTERN  SAMOA 

3 

<0.1 

0 

MONTSERRAT 

3 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

PACIFIC  ISLANDS 

3 

<0.1 

0 

SERBL\ 

2 

<0.l 

0 

EIEA  PARTIdPANlS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  1990^  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 


ERIC 


199(W1 

1991^ 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS  1 

PERCENTAGE 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

GREENLAND 

2  1 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

TRUST  TERRITORIES 

2  1 

<ai 

2 

<0.1 

TOiGELAU  ISLAND 

2  1 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

BURKINA  FASO 

2  1 

<ai 

3 

<0.1 

CHRISTMAS  ISLAND 

2  1 

<0.1 

0 

- 

CURACAO 

2  j 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

GABON 

2  1 

<0.1 

4 

<0.1. 

EQUATORIAL  GUINEA 

2  1 

<0.1 

10 

<0.1 

MICRONESL\ 

2  1 

<0.1 

901 

0.1 

OMAN 

2  1 

<0.1 

6 

<0.1 

POLYNESIA 

2  1 

<0.1 

2 

<ai 

MARANHO 

2  1 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

MACEDONL\ 

2  1 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

TIBET 

2  1 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

MALAGASY 

2  1 

<0.1 

4 

<0.1 

TEPIC  NAVARET 

1 

<0.1 

0 

- 

ST  ANDREWS 

1 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

DUBAI  UAE 

1 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

EAST  GERMANY 

1 

<0.1 

0 

- 

MONGOLIA 

1 

<0.1 

7 

<0.1 

MAURITANIA 

1 

<0.1 

4 

<0.1 

LESSER  ANTILLES 

1 

1  <0.1 

1 

<0.1 

GUERNSEY  ISLAND 

1 

j  <0.1 

1 

<0.1 

BENGAL 

1 

1  <0.1 

0 

- 

GAZA  STRIP 

1 

1  <0.1 

0 

ICHRAN 

1 

1  <0.1 

0 

- 

DAHOMEY 

1  <0.1 

1 

<0.1 

ANGUILLA 

1  <0.1 

0 

ARUBA 

1  <0.1 

0 

CLIPPERTON  ISLAND 

1  <0.1 

16 

<0.1 

ANDORRA 

0 

NORTH  YEMEN 

<0.1 

0 

1224 


I 

FORT 

:iEA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 

HE  1990-91  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 

1990-91 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

iUl  AL 

STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

OKINAWA 

1 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

BURUNDI 

I 

<0.1 

3 

<0,1 

BRITISH  OCEAN 
TERRITORY 

0 

2 

<0,1 

UZBnaSTAN 

0 

4 

<0.1 

YAKIMA 

0 

2 

<0.1 

AZERBAIJAN 

0 

2 

<0.1 

ADEN 

0 

1 

<0.1 

ASSYRIA 

0 

54 

<0.1 

WEST  BEKAA 

0 

1 

<0.1 

BELAU 

0 

mm 

2 

<ai 

WESTERN  SAHARA 

0 

1 

<0.1 

BASSAS  DA  INDIA 

0 

1 

<0.1 

NORTH  KOREA 

0 

104 

<0.1 

OCEANA 

0 

1 

<0.1 

MYANMAR 

0 

1  =  

1 

<ai 

SAN  MARINO 

0 

9 

<0.1 

SOUTH  YEMEN 

0 

20 

<0.1 

SAIPAN 

0 

2 

<0.1 

CROATIA 

0 

3 

<0.1 

FRTTANIA 

0 

1 

<0.1 

CONGO 

0 

3 

<0.1 

CORAL  SEA  BLAND 

0 

19 

<0.1 

KURDISTAN 

0 

86 

<0.1 

MALDAVIA 

0 

3 

<0.1 

GIBRALTAR 

0 

1 

<0.1 

OTHER  LATIN  AMERICA 

3,891 

0.7 

4,069 

0.6 

OTHER  AFRICA 

139 

<0.1 

551 

0.1 

OTHER  MIDDLE  EAST 

5 

<0.1 

152 

<0.1 

OTHER  ASIA 

1 

<0.1 

38 

v.0.1 

OTHER  EUROPE 

0 

3 

<0.1 

OTHER 

2,430 

0.4 

2JS77 

0.4 

TOTAL 

589,743 

100.0% 

68^293 

100.0% 

1  r  ? 


APPENDIX  D: 


EIEA  Participants  by  State  and  Country  of  Origin: 
1990-91  and  1991-92  School  Years 
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EMERGENCY  IMMIGRANT  EDUCATION  PROGRAM 
STATE  COORDINATORS  -  1993 


U^S.   DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

OFFICE  OF  BILINGUAL  EDUCATION 
AND  MINORITY  LANGUAGES  AFFAIRS 


Harpreet  K.  Sandhu 

EIEA  Program  Manager 

Division  of  State  &  Local  Programs 

Rudolph  J.  Munis 
Director 

Division  of  State  &  Local  Programs 
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EMERGENCY  IMMIGRANT  EDUCATION  PRCX3RAM 
STATE  COORDINATORS 


ARIZONA 


Arizona  Dept.  of  Education  Ms.  Verma  Pastor 

Bilingual  Education  Office  (602)  542-3204 

1535  West  Jefferson 
Phoenix,  AZ  85007 


CALIFORNIA 


California  State  Dept.  of  Education  Ms.  Elena  Vasquez 

Bilingual  Education  Office  (916)  657-2435 

721  Capitol  Mall 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


COLORADO 


Colorado  Dept.  of  Education  Dr.  Siri  Vongthieres 

English  Language  Proficiency  Unit  (303)  886-6784 
201  East  Colfax  Avenue,  Room  208 
Denver,  CO  80203 


CONNECTICUT 

Connecticut  State  Dept.  of  Education  Mr.  Reinaldo  Matos 

Div.  of  Ed.  Teaching  &  Learning  (203)  566-6610 

165  Capitol  Avenue 
Hartford,  CT  06106-1630 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


D.C.  Public  Schcyols  Mr.  Marcelo  R.  Fernandez 

Brovme  Ad«inlatration  Unit  (202)  724-4178 
26th  St.,  6  Bttlnning  Rd.  N.E. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20002 


FLORIDA 


Florida  State  Dept.  of  Education  Mr.  Bernardo  Garcia 

Off.  of  Multicultural  Student  Lng.   Ed.         (904)  922-7298 
325  West  Gaines  Street 
Florida  Education  center 
Suite  544 

Tallahassee,  FL  32399-0400 


ERIC 
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GEORGIA 


Georgia  Department  of  Education 
Migrant/ ESOL  Programs 
Twin  Tower*  East,  Suite  1958 
205  Butler  Street,  S.E. 
Atlanta,  OA  30334-5040 


Ms.  Beth  Arnow 
(404)  656-4995 


HAWAII 


Hawaii  State  Department  of  Education 
Office  of  Instructional  services 
P.O.  Box  2360 
Honolulu,  HI  96804 


Ms.  Ethel  A.  ward 
(808)  396-2511 


IDAHO 


Idaho  State  Dept.  of  Education 
650  W.  State  Street 
Boise,   ID  83720 


Ms.  Anita  Brunner 
(208)  334-2195 


ILLINOIS 

Illinois  State  Board  of  Education 
100  North  First  Street 
Springfield,   IL  62777 

IOWA 


Ms.  Maria  Medina  Seidner 
(312)  814-3850 


Iowa  Department  of  Education 
Bureau  of  Instruction  &  Curriculum 
Grimes  State  Office  Building 
Des  Moines,  lA  50319 


Mr.  Dan  Chavez 
(j15)  281-3805 


KANSAS 

Kansas  State  Department  of  Education 
Education  Services  Division 
120  S.E.  10th  Avenue 
Topeka,  KS  66612 


Mr.  Kenneth  C.  Erickson 
(913)  296-6066 


LOUISIANA 


Louisiana  Department  of  Education 

Bilingual  Education/ ESOL  Section 

Hoora  701 

P.O.  Box  94064 

Baton  Rouge,   LA  70804-9064 


Ms.  Christine  H.  Jones 
(504)  342-3454 
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MAINE 


ERIC 


Maine  Departnent  of  Education 
Cultural  Services 
state  House  Station  #23 
Augusta,  ME  04333 


Dr.  Barney  Berube 
(207)  289-5980 


MARYLAND 

Maryland  State  Dept.  of  Education 
Division  of  Instruction 
200  West  Baltimore  Street 
Baltimore,  MD  21201 

MASSACHUSETTS 


Ms.  Joanne  Carter 
(410)  333-2336 


Massachusetts  Department  of  Education 
Bureau  of  Equity  &  Language  Services 
350  Main  Street 
Maiden,  MA  02148-5023 


Mr.  Manuel  Agular 
(617)  388-3300 


MICHIGAN 

Michigan  Department  of  Education 
Bilingual  Education  Program 
P.O.  Box  30008 
Lansing,  MI  48909 

MINNESOTA 


Dr.  Miguel  A.  Ruiz 
(517)  373-6066 


Minnesota  Department  of  Education 
LEP  Education  Unit 
550  Cedar  Street 
St.  Paul,  MN  55101 


Ms.  Jessie  Montano 
(612)  296-1063 


MISSOURI 

Missouri  State  Dept.  of  Education 
Elementary  &  Secondary  Education 
P.  O.  Box  480 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65102 


Ms.  Virginia  Pfannenstiel 
(314)  751-8281 


MONTANA 


Montana  Office  of  Public  Instruction 
State  Capitol 
Helena,  MT  59620 


Ms.  Angela  Branz-Spall 
(406)  444-2423 


NEBRASKA 


Nebraska  Dept.  of  Education 
301  Centennial  Mall  South 
P.O.  Box  94987 
Lincoln,  NE  68509 
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Ms.  Nancy  Rowch 
(402)  471-2477 


NEVADA 


Nevada  Dept.  of  Education  Mr.  james  F.  Ackley 

400  W.  King  Street  (702)  687-3187 
Captlol  Coaplex 
Carson  City,  NV  89710 


NEW  JERSEY 


New  Jersey  Dept.  of  Education  Dr.  Diego  Castel lanes 

Division  of  Bilingual  Education  (609)  633-6940 

225  West  State  Street 
CN-500 

Trenton,  NJ  08625 


NEW  MEXICO 


New  Mexico  Dept.  of  Education  Ms.  Mary  Jean  Habermann 

Instructional  Services  Division  (505)  827-6667 
Education  Building 
Santa  Fe,  NM  87501-2786 


NEW  YORK 


New  York  State  Education  Department  Ma.  Carmen  Perez  Hogan 

Bureau  of  Bilingual  Education  (518)  474-8775 
Washington  Avenue 
Albany,  NY  12234 


NORTH  DAKOTA 


North  Dakota  Dept.  of  Public  Ms.  Mari  B.  Rasmussen 

Instruction  (701)  224-2958 
600  East  Blvd.  Avenue 
Bismarck,  ND  58505-0440 

OHIO 


Ohio  Departnent  of  Education  Ms.  Hazel  P.  Flowers 

Division  of  Equal  Ed.  Opportunities  (614)  466-3318 
106  North  High  StrMt,  2nd  Floor 
Columbus,  Oa  43266-0106 


OKLAHOMA 


Oklahoma  State  Dept.  of  Education  Ms.  Cheryl  Huffman 

Bilingual  Education  (405)  521-3196 

2500  N.  Lincoln  Blvd. 
Oklahoma  City,  OK  73105-4599 
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OREGON 


Oregon  Dept.  of  Education 
Division  of  General  Education 
700  Prlngle  Parkway  S.E. 

Salem,  OR  97310 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Pennsylvania  Dept.  of  Education 
Bureau  of  Curriculiisn  &  Instruction 
333  Market  Street 
Harrisburg,  PA  17126 

RHODE  ISLAND 


Mr.  William  G,  Fuller 
(503)  378-5585 


Ms.  Myrna  M.  Delgado 
(717)  783-6649 


Rhode  Island  Dept.  of  Education 
22  Hayes  Street,  Room  309 
Providence,  RI  02908 


Ms.  Virginia  Da  Mota 
(401)  277-3037 


TENNESSEE 


Tennessee  Dept.  of  Education 
Division  of  Curriculum  &  Instruc. 
Cordell  Hull  Building,  4th  Floor 
Nashville,  TN  37243-0379 


Ms.  Julie  McCarger 
(615)  741-0874 


TEXAS 


Texas  Education  Agency 
Division  of  Accelerated  Instruction 
1701  North  Congress  Avenue 
Austin,  TX  78701-1494 


Ms.  Maria  Huth 
(512)  463-9374 


UTAH 

Utah  State  Office  of  Education 
Education  Equity  Section 
250  E.  500  South 
Salt  Lake  City,  UT  84111 

VERMONT 


Ms.  Diana  R.  Cortez 
(801)  538-7645 


Vermont  S'^te  Education  Agency 

Compenaatory  Education 

Rural  Education  Center 

500  Dorset  Street 

S.  Burlington,  VT  05403 


Gerard  Robinson 
(802)  658-6342 
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VIRGINIA 


Virginia  D«pt.  of  Education 
Budget  Offica 
P.O.  BOX  2120 
Richmond,  VA  23216-2120 

VIRGIN  ISLANDS 

Government  of  the  Virgin  Islands  Mr.  Hugh  Smith,  Jr. 

Department  of  Education  (809)  774-8315 

44-46  Kongens  Gade 
St.  Thomas,  VI  00802 

WASHINGTON 

Washington  State  Dept.  of 

Public  Instruction 
Instructional  Support  Services 
Old  Capitol  Building 
P.O.  Box  47200 
Olympia,  WA  98504-7200 

WISCONSIN 

Wisconsin  Dept.  of  Pub.  Instruction 
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L  INTRODUCTION 


The  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  (EIEA)  of  1984  . (PL  98-511)  authorizes  assistance 
to  local  education  agencies  (LEAs)  for  supplementary  educational  services  for  immigrant 
children  enrolled  in  elementary  and  secondary  schools.  The  act  was  reauthorized  in  1988 
(PL  100-297)  and  is  again  being  considered  for  reauthorization  in  1993.  Appendix  A 
contains  the  1988  amendments  to  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  (PL  100-297). 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  present  information  on  the  scope  and  status  of  the  EIEA 
program,  including: 

•  An  overview  of  the  legislation; 

•  How  the  program  is  administered; 

•  The  number  of  students  served  by  national  origin  and  by  state  of  residence; 

•  The  size  of  the  Congressional  appropriation  by  year; 

•  The  amoimts  of  program  expenditures  by  line  item;  and 

•  The  scope  of  activities  fimded  and  what  is  known  about  effective  models  for 
serving  immigrant  students. 

Much  of  the  data  contained  herein  has  also  been  included  in  The  Biennial  Report  to 
Congress  on  the  ETFA.  However,  the  Congressional  Report  is  focused  on  the  number  of 
students  served  and  amounts  of  expenditures  by  type.  This  report  expands  on  the 
Congressional  Report  to  provide  the  reader  with  a  broader  discussion  of  issues  surroimding 
the  program. 

Section  II  of  this  report  provides  background  information  on  the  legislative  history  and 
admiiustration  of  the  program.  Section  in  presents  data  on  the  total  ntmiber  of  EIEA 
students,  and  the  number  of  EIEA  students  by  state  of  residence  and  country  of  origin.  The 
next  two  sections  (Sections  IV  and  V)  provide  information  on  grant  allocatioris  and 
expenditxires  for  1990-91  and  1991-92.  Section  VI  presents  information  on  what  is  known 
about  program  services  and  what  the  literature  says  about  effective  program  practices.  The 
final  section  (Section  VU)  contains  a  summary  of  the  findings. 
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II.  BACKGROUND 


The  U.S.  General  Accovinting  Office  (GAO)  reported  in  1991  that  there  were  approximately 
2.1  to  2.7  million  immigrant  children  in  the  U.S.,  representing  about  six  percent  of  the 
country's  school-age  population.  Recent  projections  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  suggest 
that  the  nation's  school-age  population  (ages  5-17)  will  increase  by  over  six  million  during 
the  1990s  and  that  immigration  is  expected  to  account  for  a  large  proportion  of  the  expected 
increase  (Day,  1992).  Therefore,  the  provision  of  appropriate  services  to  immigrant  students, 
many  of  whom  are  limited  English  proficient,  is  a  major  concern  for  state  and  local 
education  agencies  (LEAs).  Frequent  and  unexpected  fluctuations  in  the  number  of 
immigrants  make  it  difficult  for  LEAs  to  plan  and  to  provide  services.  The  Emergency 
Immigrant  Education  Act  program  provides  financial  assistance  to  these  overbiurdened  LEAs 
to  help  serve  this  population. 


A.       Overview  of  the  EIEA  Program 

The  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  authorizes  the  Department  of  Education  to  award 
and  monitor  grants  to  eligible  state  education  agencies.  The  SEAs,  in  turn,  are  respoiisible 
for  distributing  funds  to  eligible  local  education  agencies.  The  LEAs  use  tiiese  funds  to 
provide  supplementary  instructional  and  noninstructionai  services  to  immigrant  children, 
including  bilingual  or  English  language  instruction,  as  well  as  for  additional  materials, 
supplies,  and  staff  training  needed  to  serve  immigrant  children.  The  Act  defines  immigrant 
children  as  those  "who  were  not  bom  in  any  state  and  who  have  been  attending  schools  in 
any  one  or  more  states  for  less  than  three  complete  academic  years." 

Section  4407  (b)  of  the  EIE  Act  broadly  specifies  the  services  for  which  LEAS  may  use  their 
EIEA  program  ftmds: 


(1) 


supplementary  educational  services  necessary  to  enable  those  children  to 
achieve  a  satisfactory  level  of  performance,  including 


(A)  English  language  instruction; 

(B)  other  bilingual  education  services;  and 

(C)  special  materials  and  supplies; 


(2) 


additional  basic  instructional  services  which  are  directiy  attributable  to  the 
presence  in  the  school  district  of  immigrant  children,  including  the  costs  of 
providing  additional  classroom  supplies,  overhead  costs,  costs  of  consbniction, 
acquisition  or  rental  of  space,  costs  of  ti:ai\sportation,  or  such  other  costs  as  are 
directiy  attributable  to  such  additional  basic  instructional  services;  and 


(3) 


essential  inservice  training  for  personnel  who  will  be  providing  instruction 
described  in  eitiier  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of  this  subsection." 
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Fxinding  eligibility  is  detennined  by  the  number  of  children  currently  enrolled  in  a  school 
district  who  are  not  U.S.  citizens  and  who  have  attended  public  or  nonprofit  private  schools 
in  the  U.S.  for  fewer  than  three  complete  school  years.  A  school  district  must  have  either 
a  minimum  of  500  eligible  immigrant  students,  or  eligible  immigrant  students  must  comprise 
three  percent  or  more  of  the  total  student  popxdation.  The  intent  underlying  these  criteria 
is  to  serve  the  largest  concentration  of  recently  arrived  immigrant  students. 

B.       Administration  of  the  EIEA  Program 

The  EIEA  program  is  administered  through  the  Division  of  State  and  Local  Programs  at  the 
Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Languages  Affairs  (OBEMLA).  The  program 
officer  responsible  for  the  EIEA  program  distributes,  processes,  and  reviews  grant 
application  materials  for  SEAs  interested  in  applying  for  funding.  EIEA  funds  are 
distributed  based  on  the  ratio  of  eligible  inunigrant  students  within  each  SEA  to  the  total 
number  of  eligible  immigrant  students  in  the  United  States.  The  amoimt  of  funds  received 
by  each  eligible  SEA  is  calculated  by  multiplying  the  number  of  eligible  students  in  each 
state  by  the  per  student  am.ount  authorized  by  Congress  ($500.00).  This  amoimt  is  later 
adjusted  to  the  amoimt  appropriated  by  Congress. 

As  specified  under  section  4406  (3)  (A)  of  the  Emergency  Immigration  Education  Act,  funds 
must  also  be  modified  to  offset  federal  funds  received  for  the  same  purpose,  such  as  die 
Targeted  Assistance  Grants  (TAG)  Program  administered  by  the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services  (HHS)  Office  of  Refugee  Resettiement  (ORR).  The  TAG  program  hmds 
services  for  refugees  or  entrants  in  counties  most  heavily  affected  by  an  influx  of  refugees; 
efforts  are  primarily  directed  at  refugees  who  depend  on  public  assistance.  During  the 
application  process,  HHS/ORR  provides  OBEMLA  with  a  list  of  states  who  are  requesting 
TAG  funds  and  the  amount  requested.  OBEMLA  withholds  a  portion  of  the  EIEA  grant 
until  the  HHS/ORR  completes  its  application  process  and  then  releases  or  reduces  funds 
based  on  TAG  data.  Any  remaining  funds  are  redistributed  among  participating  SEAs. 

During  the  application  process,  the  OBEMLA  program  officer  reviews  the  student  numbers 
reported  by  each  state  education  agency  (SEA)  to  ensure  that  the  state  is  eligible  for  funding 
based  on  the  criteria  set  out  by  the  federal  legislation.  If  there  is  a  substantial  difference 
in  the  number  of  eligible  immigrant  students  reported  by  a  state  from  one  year  to  the  next, 
the  OBEMLA  program  officer  will  request  verification  and  justification.  During  1990,  seven 
state  education  agencies  (California,  Florida,  Georgia,  Illinois,  New  York,  Texas,  Utah)  were 
asked  to  verify  titeir  reported  population  increases.  Each  of  these  seven  states  offered 
sufficient  justificaticm  for  the  changes.  Verification  was  not  necessary  in  either  1991  or  1992. 

Other  than  reviewing  discrepancies  between  program  years,  OBEMLA  cannot  easily  verify 
the  accuracy  of  state-reported  immigrant  student  counts.  Although  federal  immigration  law 
requires  that  immigrant  students  present  documentation  of  their  status  prior  to  eruroUing  in 
a  school  district,  many  school  districts  enroll  students  without  such  documentation, 
frequently  relying  on  student-  or  parent-reported  information. 
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Once  the  EIEA  grants  are  awarded,  the  OBEMLA  program  officer  is  responsible  for 
revievsring  the  biennial  reports  required  from  each  SEA  under  Section  4410  (a)  of  the 
enabling  legislation.  The  report  has  two  parts:  a  Student  National  Original  Report  which 
provides  data  on  the  number  of  immigrant  students  served  by  national  origin  and  an 
Expenditxire  Report  which  shows  the  amounts  spent  for  supplemental  education^  services, 
additional  basic  instructional  services,  in-service  traiiung  for  staff,  and  state  administration. 
Appendix  B  contains  a  copy  of  the  reporting  form  {Biennial  Report  Form). 

At  the  state  level,  EIEA  program  grants  are  usually  administered  through  the  state  bilingual 
education  program  office.  Under  section  4404  of  the  EIEA  Act,  SEAs  may  withhold  up  to 
1.5  percent  of  the  EIEA  grant  for  administrative  pxuposes  prior  to  disbxursement  among 
eligible  LEAs. 

Once  notified  of  their  federal  grant  award,  the  SEAs  develop  and  distribute  subgrant 
applications  to  LEAs  with  instructions  for  identifying  eligible  children.  Findings  from  a 
recent  evaluation  of  the  EIEA  program  (COSMOS  Corporation,  1993)  indicate  that  most 
states  use  modified  federal  grant  applications  and  the  federal  definition  of  eligibility.  SEAs 
request  that  LEAs  provide  not  only  tiie  number  of  immigrant  students  eiurolled  in  the  school 
district,  but  also  their  method  of  determining  that  nvimber.  LEAs  report  using  a  variety  of 
strategies,  including  revievdng  information  from  local  resettlement  agencies,  conducting 
informal  student  and  parent  interviews,  and  examining  school  records.  As  part  of  a  typical 
school  districts'  registration  or  intake  process,  information  is  collected  from  each  student, 
such  as  home  language,  date  of  entry  into  the  Uruted  States,  acadeixuc  backgroxmd,  ethnic 
staxus,  countiy  of  origin,  and  level  of  English  proficiency.  The  information  that  is  collected 
may  be  used  in  determining  eligibility. 

Locally,  grant  administi-ation  is  usually  conducted  through  either  bilingual  education  or 
compensatory  education  program  offices.  Administration  of  EIEA  funds  at  this  level 
generally  includes  approving  and  recording  program  expenditures  and  coordinating 
censuses  of  immigrant  shidents.  LEAs  are  also  required  to  submit  a  Biennid  Report  Form  to 
their  SEAs. 
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III.  EIEA  PROGRAM  PARTICIPANTS 


According  to  a  1991  report  of  the  EIEA  program  by  the  GAO,  there  were  about  700,000 
eligible  Lmmigrant  children  In  over  4,500  school  districts  during  the  1989-90  school  year.  The 
GAO  study,  based  on  a  survey  of  529  school  districts  that  received  EIEA  program  funds 
during  1989-90  and  a  representative  sample  of  995  districts  that  did  not  receive  EIEA 
program  funds,  estimated  that  about  85  percent  (564,000)  of  the  identified  eligible  immigrant 
students  were  receiving  EIEA-funded  services.  The  other  15  percent  were  either  in  school 
districts  with  too  few  students  to  qualify  (90  percent  of  nonfunded  districts)  or  in  districts 
electing  not  to  apply  for  an  EIEA  grant  (10  percent  of  nonfunded  districts).  Among  the 
reasons  that  district  offici2ils  gave  for  not  requesting  EIEA  funds  were  not  knowing  about 
the  program,  not  realizing  that  they  were  eligible  for  funding,  and  not  having  sufficient 
resources  to  identify  immigrant  children,  A  recent  evaluation  of  the  EIEA  program 
(COSMOS  Corporation,  1993)  found  that  nine  State  Education  Agencies  (Alabama,  Arkansas, 
Delaware,  Indiana,  Kentucky,  Nevada,  New  Hampshire,  South  Dakota,  and  Vermont)  have 
never  applied  for  EIEA  program  funding.  These  states  did  apply  for  federal  grants  under 
the  Transition  Program  for  Refugee  Children  which,  until  1990,  authorized  assistance  to 
LEAs  for  supplementary  educational  services  for  refugees. 

The  GAO  study  also  foimd  that,  of  the  approximately  564,000  students  who  received  EIEA- 
funded  services,  many  benefitted  from  other  federal  education  programs,  such  as  Title  Vn 
Bilingual  Education  and  Chapter  1  programs.  The  GAO  study  estimates  suggest  that  the 
percentage  of  students  who  participate  in  both  EIEA-funded  and  other  federally-supported 
services  range  from  less  than  10  percent  in  the  State  Legalization  Impact  Assistance  Grants 
Program  to  approximately  66  percent  in  the  Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally 
Disadvantaged  Children. 

Data  from  the  1991  GAO  study  mdicate  that  EIEA  students  are  primarily  Hispanic  (60 
percent)  or  Asian  (22  percent),  followed  by  White  non-Hispanic  (eight  percent).  Black  non- 
Hispanic  (six  percent).  Pacific  Islanders  (two  percent),  and  Other  (two  percent).  Most 
(approximately  90  percent)  are  limited  English  proficient.  Almost  two-thirds  (60  percent) 
of  the  EIEA  program  participants  are  enrolled  in  elementary  schools,  18  percent  in  middle 
and  junior  high  schools,  and  21  percent  in  high  schools.  Very  few  (one  percent)  of  EIEA 
students  are  in  pre-kindergarten  classes, 

A«      EIEA  Ftognun  Participants  by  State 

Tables  1  and  2  show  the  nim*er  and  percentage  of  immigrant  students  served  by  state 
during  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years,  as  compiled  from  SEA  reports^  For  the  1990- 
91  school  year,  32  states  and  one  U.S.  territory  receiving  EIEA  funds  reported  that  they 
served  589,743  immigrant  students.  Thirty-five  states  and  two  U,S,  territories  provided 
services  to  684,293  students  in  1991-92, 


^  Data  received  by  the  Department  of  Education  were  examined  for  inconsistencies  and  follow-up 
inqixiries  were  made  of  several  status  to  obtain  corrected  information. 
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Five  states  (California,  New  York,  Texas,  Illinois,  and  Florida)  accounted  for  over  three- 
fourths  of  total  EIEA  participants  for  both  1990-91  and  1991-92.  California  had  by  far  the 
largest  proportion  of  EEEA  students  for  each  school  year  (45.5  percent  and  46.6  percent, 
respectively),  followed  by  New  York  (16.7  percent  and  16.3  percent,  respectively).  Similar 
findings  were  reported  in  the  previous  biennial  report  to  Congress  on  1988-90  data. 

B.       EIEA  Program  Participants  by  National  Origin 


Tables  3  and  4  show  the  most  common  countries  of  origin  for  students  served  in  EIEA 
programs  in  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years,  as  reported  by  the  SEAs.  In  each 
program  year,  ten  countries  accoimted  for  nearly  two-thirds  of  all  EIEA  program 
participants,  with  the  largest  proportion  of  EIEA  students  from  Mexico  (35.3  percent  in  1990- 
91  and  38.2  percent  in  1991-92). 

There  was  very  little  change  in  the  composition  of  the  top  ten  coxmtries  of  origin  between 
the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years.  Mexico  and  Vietnam  stayed  in  the  top  two  positions 
and  six  other  countries  (China,  the  Dominican  Republic,  El  Salvador,  Korea,  the  Philippines, 
and  the  former  Soviet  Union)  also  remained  among  the  top  ten  in  both  years.  Nicaragua 
and  Laos  were  replaced  by  Haiti  and  Guatemala  on  the  1991-92  list  of  the  most  common 
coimtries  of  origin. 

Over  one-half  of  EIEA  program  participants  during  1990-91  and  1991-92  were  from  Spanish- 
language  speaking  coimtries,  including  Mexico,  El  Salvador,  and  the  Dontinican  Republic. 
About  the  same  proportion  had  been  reported  for  the  previotis  two-year  period  (1988-90). 
Approximately  one-fourth  of  EIEA  students  were  from  Asian-language  speaking  countries, 
such  as  Vietnam,  Laos,  and  China.  Less  than  three  percent  were  from  English-language 
speaking  coimtries.  Appendix  C  presents  the  number  of  EIEA  participants  by  country  of 
origin  as  reported  by  SEAs  for  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years. 

Appendbc  D  contains  a  table  of  EIEA  participation  by  state  of  residence  and  country  of 
origin  as  reported  by  SEAs  for  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  years.  The  geographical 
concentration  of  the  EIEA  student  population  suggests  that  immigrants  to  the  U.S.  continue 
to  gravitate  to  states  with  large  numbers  of  people  who  speak  the  language(s)  of  the  newly- 
arrived  immigrants.  For  example,  since  Spanish-speaking  immigrants  generally  settle  in 
California,  New  York,  Florida,  or  Texas,  these  are  states  with  high  numbers  of  EIEA 
students. 
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TABLE  I 

EIEA  Participanti  by  SUte  for  the  1990-91  School  Year 


State  Total  Students  PercenUgc 


CA 

268,455 

45.5% 

NTY 

98,333 

16.7 

TX 

36,159 

6.1 

IL 

30,687 

5.2 

FL 

25,861 

4.4 

NJ 

16,850 

2.9 

MA 

16,139 

2,7 

AZ 

12,495 

2.1 

VA 

10,777 

1.8 

WA 

8,666 

1.5 

MD 

7,451 

1.3 

UT 

7,062 

1.2 

RI 

6,265 

1.1 

PA 

4,636 

0,8 

DC 

3,938 

0.7 

HI 

3,467 

0.6 

CT 

3,450 

0.6 

LA 

3;M4 

0.6 

GA 

3,273 

0.6 

NM 

2,971 

OS 

MN 

2,890 

OS 

OR 

2,232 

0.4 

Wl 

2,059 

03 

KS 

1,980 

03 

MI 

1,931 

03 

OH 

1,492 

0.3 

CO 

1349 

02 

TN 

1,089 

02 

lA 

*  662 

0.1 

OK 

377 

0.1 

MO 

301 

0.1 

MT 

94 

<0.1 

Puerto  Rico 

3,006 

05 

Total  5M,743  100.0% 
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TABLE  2 

EIEA  Paitidptnts  by  SUtc  for  tht  1991-92  School  Ycjur 


suit 


Total  Students 


Percentage 


CA 
NY 
TX 
IL 
FL 

NJJ 
MA 
A2 
WA 
VA 
MD 
RI 
UT 
PA 
GA 
CT 
NM 
OR 
DC 

LA 
MN 

HI 

MI 

CO 

WI 

IN 

OH 

KS 

MO 
ID 

OK 

ND 

ME 
lA 
MT 
Puerto  Rico 
Guam 

Total 


318,633 
11U21 
40,561 
34,122 
32,998 
19,500 
17334 
14,240 
11,630 
10312 
8,663 
7^ 
6,432 
4,732 
3,985 
3357 
3327 
3,788 
3,679 
3,420 
3,150 
2,987 
2379 
2,073 
1380 
1308 
1,460 
1.021 
M7 
466 
409 
315 
257 
186 
120 
3,013 
922 
6SU93 


46.6% 
16.3 
5.9 
5.0 
43 
23 
2.5 
2.1 
17 
1.6 

13 

1.1 

0.9 

0.7 

0.6 

0.6 

0.6 

0.6 

0.5 

03 

03 

0.4 

0.4 

03 

02 

02 

02 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

<0.1 

<0.1 

<0.1 

<0.1 
0.4 
0.1 

100.0% 
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TABLE  3 


Most  Common  Countries  of  Origin  for  Students  Served  in  EIEA  Programs 

1990-91 


Country 

Total  Students 

Percentage 

Mexico 

207,984 

35.3% 

Vietnam 

32,681 

5.5 

El  Salvador 

26,658 

4.5 

Dominican  Republic 

25,233 

4.3 

Philippines 

18,481 

3.1 

Nicaragua 

14,800 

2.5 

Korea 

14,407 

2.4 

USSR 

13,860 

2.4 

Laos 

13,508 

2.3 

China 

13,421 

2.3 

TABLE  4 

Most  Common  Coimtries  of  Origin  for  Students  Served  in  EIEA  Programs 

1991-92 


Country 

Total  Students 

Percentage 

Mexico 

261,664 

38.2% 

Vietnam 

36,629 

5.4 

Dominican  Republic 

28,242 

4.1 

El  Salvador 

27,560 

4.0 

USSR 

21,678 

3.2 

Philippines 

20,446 

3.0 

China 

15,656 

2.3 

Haiti 

15,456 

2.3 

Korea 

15,190 

2.2 

Guatemala 

14,057 

2.1 

ERIC 
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IV*  EIEA  PROGRAM  GRANT  ALLOCATIONS,  1984-1992 


Cunent  legislation  authorizes  funding  for  the  EIEA  program  through  1993.  As  shown  in 
Table  5  below,  the  amount  of  Congressional  appropriations  has  remained  relatively  constant 
at  approximately  $29-$30  million  annually.  The  number  of  immigrant  students  served  by 
the  program,  however,  has  been  increasing  since  the  legislation  was  enacted  in  1984,  with 
the  number  of  EIEA  students  during  1991-92  (687;334)  almost  twice  the  number  for  1984-85 
(348,287).  These  two  factors  have  resulted  in  a  sii\aller  per-pupil  allocation  for  each 
successive  program  year.  The  per  student  allocation  has  steadily  decreased  from  $86  for  the 
1984-85  school  year  to  $43  for  the  1991-92  school  year. 


School  Year 


1984-  85 

1985-  86 

1986-  87 

1987-  88 

1988-  89 

1989-  90 

1990-  91 

1991-  92 


TABLE  5 
EIEA  Grant  Allocations,  1934-92 


Appropriation  (millions 
of  dollars) 


$30.0 
30.0 
28.7 
30.0 
28.7 
29.6 
30.1 
29.3 


Number  of  EIEA 
Students 


348^7 

422349 

436,612 

428,688 

427,870 

•478,172 

616,604* 

687.334* 


Per  Student  Allocation 
(dollan) 


$86 
71 
66 

70 
67 
62 
49 
43 


Diffcrcm^  in  numbers  of  students  reported  here  and  total  EIEA  participants  reported  in 
Tables  1  and  2  reflect  enrollment  fluctuations  from  the  time  of  the  initial  child  count  to 
the  end  of  a  project  period. 
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V,  OEA  PROGRAM  EXPENDITURES  IN  1990.91  AND  1991-92 


In  the  1990-91  school  year,  32  states  and  one  U.S.  territory  reported  expenditures  in  the 
amount  of  $28,584,109.  Thirty-five  states  and  two  U.S.  territories  reported  expenditures  in 
the  amount  of  $27,003,627  for  the  1991-92  school  year.  The  reported  number  of  EIEA 
students  rose  by  approximately  70,000  during  this  period. 

A  1991  GAO  review  of  school  districts  funded  under  EIEA  in  the  1989-90  school  year 
concludea  that  most  EIEA  funds  (80  percent)  were  used  to  support  academic  instructional 
programs.  The  remaining  amount  was  used  for  administrative  costs  (five  percent),  student 
testing  and  career  counseling  (four  percent),  parental  involvement  (four  percent),  and 
miscellaneous  expenses  (seven  percent).  Similarly,  SEA-reported  expenditures  during  1988- 
1990  indicated  that  81  percent  of  the  total  EIEA  grant  budget  was  spent  on  supplementary 
educational  services,  13  percent  on  additional  basic  instructional  services,  four  percent  on 
inservice  training  for  personnel,  and  one  percent  for  administrative  costs. 

Recently  reported  program  expenditmes  for  the  1990-91  and  1991-92  school  year  show  a 
similar  pattern^.  Over  this  two-year  period,  almost  80  percent  of  total  EIEA  funds  were 
used  for  supplementary  educational  services,  16  percent  for  additional  basic  instructional 
services,  four  percent  for  inservice  training  for  personnel  and  two  percent  for  administrative 
costs.  Figure  1  illustrates  the  relative  percentages  of  these  expenditures  for  the  1990-91  and 
1991-92  reporting  periods. 

Table  6  presents  a  more  detailed  breakdown  of  EIEA  program  expenditiires  by  category  for 
1990-91  and  1991-92.  In  1990-91,  $22,742,438  of  total  EIEA  funds  ($28,504,109)  were  used  for 
supplementary  educational  services,  such  as  English  language  instruction  (44.2  percent), 
other  bilingual  education  (24.4  percent),  and  special  materials  and  supplies  (7.6  percent). 
Additional  basic  instructional  services  comprised  another  15.6  percent  ($4,467,088)  of  the 
total  EIEA  funds,  and  consisted  of  money  for  classroom  supplies  (7.8  percent),  overhead 
costs  (3.3  percent),  transportation  (1.3  percent),  cor\struction  (1.2  percent),  acquisition /rental 
of  space  (less  than  one  percent),  and  other  services  (1.2  percent).  Inservice  training  for 
personnel  accounted  for  3.3  percent  ($946,475),  and  administrative  costs  were  1.5  percent 
($428,107)  of  the  total  allotment  of  EIEA  hmds. 

Although  there  was  some  variation,  1991-92  EIEA  budget  categories  and  distributions 
remained  very  similar  to  the  1990-91  school  year.  The  total  expenditiires  for  the  1991-92 
school  year  were  $27,003,627,  representing  a  5.5  percent  ($1,580,482)  decrease  from  the 
previotis  year* 


^  The  program  expenditure  categories  used  in  this  report  are  those  listed  in  the  Emergency  Inunigrant 
Education  Act  and  reported  by  state  education  agencies.  Explicit  definitions  of  these  categories  were  not 
provided. 
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Figtire  2  illustrates  the  relative  size  of  the  expenditures  for  four  supplementary  educational 
services  categories  in  1990-91  and  1991-92.  While  there  was  some  variation  among  states, 
SEAs  reported  spending  more  for  English  language  instruction  than  for  any  other  item-  Two 
states  and  one  U.S.  territory  (Colorado,  Montana,  and  Puerto  Rico)  spent  over  90  percent  of 
their  total  EIEA  funds  for  1990-91  and  1991-92  in  this  category. 

Very  few  states  reported  spending  a  substantial  proportion  of  their  EIEA  budget  on  "other 
bilingual  education"  services.  One  exception  was  the  state  of  Minnesota.  In  both  school 
years,  over  one-half  of  their  EIEA  grant  was  spent  within  this  category  (56.2  percent  jjn  1990- 
91  and  59.2  percent  in  1991-92).  New  York  spent  over  40  percent  in  this  category  during 
each  of  these  two  years.  In  contrast,  seven  states  and  one  U.S.  territory  (Colorado,  Georgia, 
Maryland,  Oklahoma,  Permsylvania,  Rhode  Island,  Wisconsin,  and  Puerto  Rico)  did  not  use 
any  EIEA  monies  for  "other  bilingual  education"  in  either  1990-91  or  1991-92. 
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VL  EIEA  PROGRAM  SERVICES  AND  EFFECTIVE  PRACTICES 


A.  EIEA  Program  Services 

The  provision  of  effective  academic  instruction  and  support  to  immigrant  children  is  a 
substantial  challenge  for  school  districls.  Findings  from  a  study  of  CaUfomia  public  schools 
(Olsen,  1988),  as  well  as  other  research,  suggest  that  imnugrant  students  perform  below 
grade  level  on  academic  achievement  tests,  are  more  likely  to  have  considered  dropping  out, 
and  are  less  likely  to  continue  their  education  beyond  high  school. 

Many  school  districts  do  not  have  sufficient  financial  resoxirces  to  support  programs  that  will 
meet  the  various  needs  of  immigrant  students.  Most  of  these  students  are  limited  English 
proficient,  and  speak  Spanish  or  another  non-English  language  at  home.  Although  a 
nim^er  of  studies  have  been  carried  out  to  descnbe  instructional  sendees  provided  to  LEP 
students^,  very  few  studies  have  concentrated  on  services  received  by  immigrant  students 
specifically.  The  EIEA  reporte  submitted  to  ED  by  the  States  provide  very  limited 
information  on  this  issue.  Data  are  reported  on  the  amovmt  of  EIEA  hinds  used  for  "English 
Language  Instruction"  and  "Other  Bilingual  Education."  English  language  instruction 
usually  means  instruction  in  English  language  arts  (reading,  writing,  speaking).  Bilingual 
education  typically  refers  to  instruction  using  two  languages  (English  and  the  student's 
native  language).  However,  there  is  no  universal  agreement  on  what  these  labels  mean  and 
a  program  labelled  "English  as  a  Second  Language"  (ESL)  may  contain  more  native  language 
support  than  some  bilingual  education  programs.  The  reporting  form  used  by  the  SEAs 
does  not  define  these  terms,  and,  although  an  examiiu»tion  of  program  expenditures 
provides  a  broad  view  of  the  services  supported  by  EIEA  funds,  the  exact  nature  of  the 
services  received  by  immigrant  students  is  unclear. 

Two  studies  -  the  1991  GAO  study  and  the  1993  EffiA  evaluation  by  the  COSMOS 
Corporation  -  provide  more  specific  information  on  immigrant  education  program  practices. 
The  GAO  study,  based  on  a  stirvey  of  529  school  districts  that  received  EIEA  program  funds 
during  1989-90,  reported  that  approximately  91  percent  of  the  EIEA-supported  districts 
provided  English  language  instruction  wi**^  EIEA  hmds.  Of  334  districts  surveyed,  63 
percent  used  EIEA  funds  for  bilingual  education.  Another  79  (15  percent)  offered  bilingual 
education  without  EIEA  fimding. 

EIEA  funds,  according  to  the  GAO,  supported  four  types  of  service  structures:  in-class,  pull- 
out,  after-school,  weekend,  and  summer  programs.  Almost  one-third  (30  percent)  of  the 
school  districts  surveyed  used  EIEA  hmds  for  in-class  programs;  25  percent  provided  both 
in-class  and  pull-out  services;  and  17  percent  provided  pull-out  programs  exclusively.  Three 


'  Most  recently,  Heischnum  and  Hopstock.  (1993).  Descnptive  Study  of  Services  to  Limited  English 
Proficient  Students  (Volume  1:  Summary  of  Findings  and  Conclusions).;  Special  Issues  Analysis  Center.  (1993). 
Literature  Review  of  Federally  Funded  Studies  Related  to  LEP  Students  (Final  Analytic  Report). 
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percent  provided  only  after  school  or  weekend  programs  and  two  percent  provided  only 
summer  programs.  The  remaining  23  percent  used  some  cornbination  of  the  four 
instructional  service  types. 

The  COSMOS  Corporation  (1993),  as  part  of  an  evaluation  of  the  Emergency  Immigrant 
Education  and  Refugee  Education  programs,  examined  practices  for  serving  immigrant  and 
refugee  students  in  15  school  districts  considered  to  have  effective  programs.  The  most 
frequent  instructional  practices  were  bilingual  instruction  (offered  in  53  percent  of  the 
districts)  and  modified,  individually  tailored,  educational  prograros  (offered  in  40  percent 
of  the  districts).  Additional  practices  within  the  case  study  districts  included  intensive 
English  language  instruction  (27  percent  of  the  districts),  bilingual  tutoring  (20  percent), 
native  language  immersion  (13  percent),  and  mainstreaming  with  bilingual  support  (13 
percent).  About  one-half  (47  percent)  of  the  districts  provided  staff  development  training. 

Noninstructional  services,  such  as  parental  outreach  (offered  in  67  percent  of  the  districts), 
student  identification,  assessment,  and  tracking  (33  percent),  structured  support  services  (27 
percent),  bilingual  cour\seling  (7  percent),  cultural  enrichment  (7  ;arcent),  and  gang 
intervention  and  prevention  (7  percent),  were  also  stressed. 

While  the  EIEA  program  provides  some  assistance,  the  level  of  funding  is  not  always 
sufficient  to  cover  the  fuU  cost  of  services.  As  stated  previously  in  this  report,  annual 
appropriations  for  the  EIEA  program  have  remained  fairly  constant  at  approximately  $29  - 
$30  million  since  the  program  was  implemented  ten  years  ago.  In  contrast,  the  number  of 
EIEA  program  participants  has  risen  to  almost  twice  the  1984  figure.  One  of  the  effects  of 
this  for  school  districts  is  that  they  must  employ  a  variety  of  strategies  to  meet  the  needs  of 
their  students.  Many  districts  draw  upon  a  combination  of  federal,  state,  and  local  funding 
sources  to  implement  programs. 

The  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  (1991)  estimated  that  as  many  as  66%  of  EIEA  students 
are  served  under  other  federal  programs.  The  COSMOS  evaluation  (1993)  had  similar 
findings  -  students  who  participated  in  EIEA-funded  services  also  benefitted  from  Chapter 
1,  Title  Vn,  and  ftree  or  r«iuced-price  lunch  programs.  Table  7  shows  the  GAO-estimated 
range  of  EEEA  students  who  are  served  by  additional  federal  programs. 

Often,  schools  implement  programs  that  target  students  with  similar  educational  needs,  e.g., 
limited  English  proficiency,  rather  than  programs  for  just  immigrant  students.  WVdle  almost 
one-half  (48  percent)  of  the  school  districts  surveyed  by  the  U.S.  Gei\eral  Accounting  Office 
used  EIEA  funds  to  serve  only  EIEA  students,  both  EIEA  and  non-EIEA  students 
participated  in  EIEA-funded  instructional  programs  in  some  school  districts.  Thirty-nine 
percent  of  Ac  EIEA-funded  districts  served  both  immigrant  and  non-immigrant  LEP 
students  and  13  percent  used  EIEA  funds  to  provide  services  that  benefit  all  students  in  the 
district. 

State  and  local  resources  may  also  contribute  to  a  district's  overall  program.  In  fact,  results 
from  a  number  of  studies  (e.g.,  COSMOS  Corporation,  1993;  Puma,  1993)  suggest  that  more 
immigrant  and/or  LEP  students  are  served  through  state  or  local  monies  than  by  federaUy- 
funded  programs  such  as  the  EIEA. 
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TABLE  7 

EIEA  Students  Participating  in  Other  Federal  Education  Programs* 

(Source:  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office,  1991) 


Estimated  Range  of  EIEA  Student 
served 


Program  Number  Percentage 


State  Legalization  Impact  Assistance 

53,000- 

59,000 

9  - 

10% 

Grant  Program 

Qiapter  1  Program  for  Migrant 

87,000- 

137,000 

15 

-  24 

Qiildren 

Title  Vn  Bilingual  Education 

105,000  - 

174,000 

19 

-31 

Programs 

Transition  Program  for  Refugee 

126,000  - 

185,000 

22 

-33 

Children** 

Chapter  1  Program  for  Educationally 

280,000  - 

370,000 

50 

-66 

Disadvantaged 

•  Thijse  figwiw  represent  estimates  of  school  district  offidais  based  on  the  564,000  EIEA  student* 
served  in  1989-90. 

*•  The  TPRC  was  authorized  by  the  Refugee  Act  of  1980.  Until  1989-90,  the  program  provided 
supplementary  educational  services  to  eligible  refugee  students. 
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B.  Effective  Program  Practices  for  Immigrant  Students 

As  part  of  the  1991  GAO  sxirvey,  school  districts  receiving  EIEA  funds  in  1989-90  identified 
three  critical  areas  of  need  related  to  the  education  of  EIEA  students.  English  language 
instruction  was  identified  as  an  important  need  by  64  percent  of  the  districts  surveyed, 
academic  instruction  in  the  native  languages  of  EIEA  students  was  reported  by  33  percent, 
and  basic  academic  skills  remediation  was  reported  by  13  percent.  Additional  educational 
needs  noted  by  district  officials  were  academic  tutoring  and  evaluation  or  placement  testing. 
At  least  30  percent  of  the  districts  surveyed  also  identified  social  needs  such  as  acculturation, 
orientation  into  school  and  classroom  behavioral  expectations,  and  health  treatment  and 
screening.  The  1993  COSMOS  evaluation  noted  similar  instructional  and  noninstructional 
needs  for  immigrant  students. 

Exactly  how  to  meet  these  critical  educational  and  social  needs  has  been  the  subject  of  much 
research.  Some  of  the  more  recent  research  literature  on  effective  practices  for  limited 
English  proficient,  immigrant,  and  refugee  populations  (e.g.,  Oiang,  1990;  COSMOS 
Corporation,  1993;  National  Coalition  of  Advocates  for  Students,  1988;  Special  Issues 
Ancdysis  Center;  1993)  suggests  that  the  following  components  contribute  to  a  successful 
experience  for  tiiese  students: 

Clear  entrance  and  exit  criteria  and  procedures.  The  existence  of  accurate  and  reliable 
identification  and  assessment  procedxues  is  critical  to  the  appropriate  placement  of 
immigrant  students^  in  special  services  designed  to  meet  their  needs.  Moreover,  the 
information  that  is  obtained  can  be  used  to  generate  comparative  student  profiles  for 
planrung  purposes.  Findings  from  the  research  heave  identified  a  variety  of  selection  and 
assessment  procedures  that  districts  employ,  such  as  home  language  stirveys,  oral  English 
proficiency  tests,  standardized  academic  achievement  tests,  and  student  interviews. 
Measures  of  native  language  proficiency  are  also  used  in  some  school  districts,  particularly 
when  there  were  large  numbers  of  immigrant  students  from  one  language  group. 

Once  a  stu^^ent  has  been  placed  in  special  services,  continuous  monitoring  of  their  progress 
is  necessary  to  ensure  that  individual  objectives  have  been  met.  Some  of  the  EIEA-funded 
districts  have  implemented  a  structured  process  of  following  student  performance.  For 
example,  the  district  coordiiiator  in  one  school  district  tracks  each  immigrant  student  from 
the  time  s/he  enters  the  school  district  by  reviewing  progress  reports  every  six  weeks. 
Students  may  be  referred  for  additional  special  services  or  for  reclassification  based  on  the 
results  of  the  review. 

As  with  the  initial  selection  and  assessment  process,  exit  criteria  include  a  range  of 
measurements,  such  as  standarized  test  scores,  class  grades,  and  teacher  judgments.  Parents 
or  guardians  are  also  frequently  involved  in  the  decision  to  exit  a  student  from  special 
services. 

Flexible,  individualized  programs.  To  assist  immigrant  students  in  the  tramition  to  U.S. 
school  culture,  and  to  accommodate  individual  differences/  some  school  districts  have 
developed  modified  educational  programs  that  incorporate  English  language  instruction, 
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reading  skills  development,  counseling  and  health  service.  One  of  the  fundamental 
strategies  of  such  programs  is  flexibility  in  scheduling  and  placement.  For  example,  grade 
level  may  be  established  by  a  combination  of  factors,  including  the  student's  age, 
educational  background,  and  scores  on  standardized  tests. 

Flexible  programs  are  more  likely  to  employ  innovative  techniques,  such  as  cooperative 
learning  or  whole  language  approaches.  Classes  are  frequently  longer,  with  students  given 
needed  time  in  special  services  through  after  school  and  summer  school  programs.  For 
immigrant  students,  these  programs  offer  a  chance  to  becume  acquainted  with  U.S.  school 
culture  and  an  opportui\ity  to  work  one-on-one  with  teachers  to  improve  their  academic 
skills.  Many  offer  services  that  are  not  available  during  the  regxilar  school  day,  such  as 
native  language  instruction. 

English  Language  Development  The  cornerstone  of  most  programs  for  immigrant 
students  is  English  language  instruction,  whether  taught  through  English-only  language  arts 
classes  or  in  combination  with  native  language  instruction.  As  noted,  respondents  to  the 
GAO  Study  (1991)  foimd  English  language  instruction  to  be  the  most  important  need  of 
EIEA  students  and  intensive  English  language  instruction  was  a  feature  of  four  (27  percent) 
of  the  school  districts  surveyed  by  the  COSMOS  Corporation.  Some  districts  follow  the 
High  Intensity  Language  Trairung  Model,  offering  20  hours  of  English  language  instruction 
each  week,  along  with  classes  in  math  and  physical  education.  Other  districts  emphasize 
English  language  literacy  while  providing  bilingual  instruction  for  content  areas. 

Native  language  instruction/support  The  use  of  the  student's  native  language  has  been 
identified  as  an  attribute  of  effective  instruction.  Native  language  support,  rather  than 
impeding  a  student's  progress  in  English,  can  assist  in  both  English  language  arid  academic 
development.  Respondents  to  the  GAO  survey,  when  asked  about  which  instructional 
approach  was  the  most  effective  in  teaching  language  acqxiisition,  ranked  transitional 
bilingual  education  first,  followed  by  maintenance  bilingual  instruction.  All  English 
instruction  with  ESL  or  native  language  support  was  ranked  third. 

Similarly,  the  COSMOS  Corporation  found  bilingual  instruction  to  be  a  key  instructional 
component  among  effective  programs  with  10  (approximately  67  percent)  of  the  school 
districts  sxirveyed  offering  bilingual  instruction  and/or  tutoring.  Two  other  sites  had  native- 
language  immersion  programs  designed  to  teach  academic  skills. 

Culturally  itkvant  curriculum.  The  extent  to  which  the  cultural  heritage  of  the  students 
in  incorporated  into  the  classroom  has  also  been  associated  with  effective  programs  and  a 
number  of  school  districts  provide  multicultural  education  services  exdxisively.  These 
schools  support  the  use  of  the  students'  language  and  culture  as  important  resoxirces  and 
cultural  and  linguistic  diversity  are  recognized  as  assets  rather  than  liabilities.  One 
exemplary  program  surveyed  by  the  COSMOS  Corporation  (1991),  assists  students  in 
developing  careers  in  translation,  interpretation,  or  other  careers  where  a  second  language 
is  necessary. 
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Even  districts  without  a  multiciiltural  approach  may  incorporate  ctdturai  enrichment 
activities,  including  multicultural  festivals,  staff  workshops,  or  school  newsletters  focused 
on  multicultural  issues.  Multicultural  understanding  is  promoted  in  some  schools  through 
the  distribution  of  short  descriptions  of  the  various  cultures  represented  by  the  immigrant 
population. 

Highly  trained  and  committed  bilinguai/bicultural  staff.  The  research  notes  that  teacher 
training  varies  widely  and  teachers  who  work  with  inunigrant  students  may  or  may  not 
have  formal  training  or  experience  in  ESL,  bilingual  education,  or  a  related  area  (SIAC, 
1993).  Some  districts  compensate  for  this  diversity  by  implementing  their  own  criteria  for 
staff  training.  Within  a  number  of  school  districts,  staff  who  work  with  immigrant  students 
are  encouraged  to  attend  training  in  multicultiirai  education  issues  by  offering  paid  release 
time  or  other  incentives.  Seminar  or  course  topics  include  principles  of  second  language 
acquisition,  ESL  and  bilingual  education  ii\structional  techniques,  student  needs  assessment, 
legislative  issues  that  aff<*ct  immigrant  students,  and  issues  of  crosscultural  commtmication 
and  counseling. 

Linkages  between  school  and  parents/community.  Another  significant  feature  within  many 
districts  is  parental  and  community  outreach  activities.  Promoting  parental  involvement 
and  community  support  can  facilitate  learning  by  bridging  the  gap  between  the  home  and 
school  cultxire.  Often,  parents  and  the  wider  school  commtmity  are  reluctant  to  actively  take 
part  in  their  child's  education  because  they  do  not  know  how  to  participate  or  do  not  feel 
that  it  is  "their  place"  to  do  so. 

Some  of  the  ways  in  which  community  and  parent  involvement  are  fostered  are  through 
social  gatherings  held  at  the  school,  bilingual  meetings  that  provide  immigrant  families  with 
specific  information  about  commtmity  resoxirces,  and  adidt  English  language  or  basic  skills 
classes.  Researchers  (e.g.  COSMOS,  1993;  SIAC,  1993)  have  noted  that  staff  who  speak  the 
native  languages  of  their  students  can  serve  as  a  valuable  link  between  the  school  and  the 
community. 

CooTdination  between  mainstream  and  special  services.  The  coordination  of  services 
between  mainstream  and  special  classes  has  important  implications  for  the  quality  of  the 
instruction  that  is  provided  to  immigrant  students-  Fragmented  services  may  have  a 
detrimental  effect  on  immigrant  students  who  need  more  time  to  xmderstand  and  to 
assimilate  ideas  because  of  limited  English  proficiency  and  unfamiliarity  with  the  U.S. 
educational  system* 

To  increase  the  coherence  of  instruction,  some  districts  receiving  EIEA  funds  have  instituted 
a  program  of  integrated  mainstreaming.  In  these  districts,  instruction  that  has  been 
modified  to  accommodate  the  special  needs  of  immigrant  studerits  is  combined  with 
mainstream  classes.  Key  components  of  the  integrated  mainstreaming  approach  are 
bilingual  support  and  teacher  collaboration. 
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High  expectations  for  students*  Another  important  feature  of  effecfive  schools  is  the  high 
expectations  that  d\ey  have  for  student  achievement  One  EDEA-funded  school,  for  example, 
displayed  a  portfolio  of  student  achievements  in  a  central  location  of  the  school  building. 
Public  recognition  of  the  accomplishments  of  immigrant  students  sends  a  positive  message 
to  both  staff  and  students.  The  proceedings  of  a  conference  sponsored  by  the  National 
Center  for  Research  on  Cultiural  Diversity  and  Second  Language  Learning  (Minicucci  and 
Olsen,  eds.,  1993)  indicated  that  schools  can  also  show  high  expectations  for  their  immigrant 
students  by  challenging  students  in  class  and  providing  career  guidance  that  does  not 
automatically  place  immigrant  students  in  vocational  programs,  but  rather  encourages  them 
to  pixrsue  an  education  beyond  high  school. 

Support  services.  To  fully  participate  in  academic  instruction,  immigrant  students  need 
additional  assistance.  A  variety  of  academic  support  services  were  available  to  inunigrant 
students  in  EIEA-funded  districts,  including  bilingual  coimseling,  computer-assisted 
instruction,  resource  centers,  and  book  mobiles.  Counseling  services  frequently  combine 
assistance  in  academic  scheduling  and  placement  with  advocacy  for  students.  Resource 
centers  and  book  mobiles  typically  offer  bilingual  or  native  language  materials. 

Computer-assisted  instruction  is  a  featxure  of  a  number  of  programs  for  students  with  limited 
English  proficiency.  In  one  district,  immigrant  families  are  first  trained  in  the  use  of  several 
software  programs  and  then  allowed  to  borrow  a  computer  for  six  weeks  to  reinforce  skills 
learned  in  the  classroom  and  to  encourage  families  to  p  ;actice  English.  Other  sites  have 
used  math  and  reading  software  programs  to  improve  their  students'  academic  performance 
in  these  areas. 

Several  school  districts  also  provide  nonacademic  support,  such  as  translation  services, 
health  screening  or  clothing  banks,  to  the  families  of  immigrant  students.  A  job  training 
and  placement  program  at  one  site  has  been  especially  successful  with  imrrugrant  and 
refugee  students  who  are  at  risk  of  school  failure  and  one  site  has  initiated  a  gang 
intervention  and  prevention  program  for  these  students. 

Program  planning  and  evaluation.  Strategic  planning  is  one  way  to  ensure  that  students 
receive  a  coherent  and  comprehensive  range  of  services.  Yet,  many  school  districts  do  not 
incorporate  a  long-term  planiung  process  into  their  budget.  Four  school  districts  (27 
percent)  surveyed  had  implemented  such  planning  efforts.  One  school  district,  for  example, 
now  offers  a  five  year  ESL  program  for  its  secondary  students  to  give  them  the  time  needed 
to  leam  EngUlh  and  to  fulfill  their  gradu**tion  requirements.  Strategic  planning  at  another 
district  resulted  in  the  creation  of  an  office  for  multicultural  program  development  and 
service  delivery. 
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To  improve  the  overall  program  of  services  provided  to  immigrant  students,  effective 
planning  efforts  typically  incorporate  a  formal  evaluation  process.  In -many  cases,  a  review 
of  the  program's  goals  and  objectives  is  conducted  annually  and  involves  administrative  and 
teaching  staff,  parents,  and  students.  Districts  may  also  establish  less  formal  evaluations  of 
specific  aspects  of  their  programs,  e.g.,  teacher  judgements  that  the  dropout  and  failure  rates 
for  students  have  been  reduced.  However,  informal  efforts  tend  to  provide  less  useful 
information  and  are  less  likely  to  lead  to  program  changes. 

The  effective  practices  presented  here  represent  some  of  the  main  variables  described  in  the 
research  that  was  reviewed.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  are  not  the  only  factors  that 
contribute  to  a  successful  program  nor  do  they  necessarily  work  with  every  student.  Since 
there  is  considerable  diversity  within  the  immigrant  population  in  terms  of  their  language, 
culture.;  educational  background  and  other  characteristics,  no  one  set  of  practices  can  meet 
all  of  their  needs. 


ERIC 


23 

1354 


VIL  SUMMARY 


The  EIEA  program,  administered  by  the  Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority 
Languages  Affairs,  provided  funding  to  32  states  and  one  territory  for  1990-91  and  35  states 
and  two  territories  for  1991-92.  Five  states  accounted  for  over  75  percent  of  the  total  number 
of  EIEA  program  participants  in  each  of  these  school  years.  wViile  over  one-half  of  EIEA 
participants  were  from  Mexico  and  other  Spanish-language  speaking  countries,  many  were 
from  Asian  countries  such  as  Vietnam,  the  Philippines,  Korea,  and  China. 

The  EIEA  program  mandate  broadly  stipulates  that  services  be  provided  to  meet  the  needs 
of  immigrant  children.  Althocgh  the  Act  describes  the  main  areas  for  which  EIEA  program 
funds  may  be  used,  the  EIEA  program  provides  school  districts  with  the  flexibility  to  decide 
on  the  appropriate  services  to  implement  for  immigrant  children. 

The  number  of  students  served  by  the  EIEA  program  has  risen  dramatically  since  the 
Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Act  was  first  authorized.  State-reported  student  counts 
indicate  that  the  number  of  EIEA  program  participants  increased  by  approximately  100,000 
between  1991  and  1992  alone  and  has  almost  doubled  since  the  1984-85  school  year. 
However,  escalations  in  the  numbers  of  EIEA  program  participants  have  not  been  matched 
by  increases  in  federal  program  fimding.  Thus,  the  amoxmt  of  funding  a  school  district 
receives  for  each  eligible  immigrant  student  is  one-half  the  amount  provided  ten  years  ago. 

Nevertheless,  districts  support  a  range  of  instructional  and  noninstructional  program 
practices  for  immigrant  students  by  using  a  combination  of  federal,  state,  and  local  sources 
of  funding.  State  expenditures  showed  little  variation  between  the  1990-91  and  1991-92 
school  years.  School  districts  continued  to  spend  a  large  share  of  their  EIEA  funds  on  the 
categories  of  English  language  instruction  and  other  bilingual  education  services.  The 
specific  nature  of  these  services,  however,  is  not  collected  as  part  of  the  EIEA  reporting 
form.  States  reported  spending  only  a  small  proportion  of  EIEA  funds  on  inservice 
personnel  training  and  on  classroom  materials  and  supplies  associated  with  the  education 
of  immigrant  students.  Some  of  the  more  effective  practices  offered  within  EIEA-funded 
districts  and  used  in  serving  immigrant  students,  as  derived  from  the  literature,  include 
formal  program  plaiming  and  evaluation,  clear  selection  and  reclassification  procedures, 
individualized  programs  that  make  appropriate  use  of  the  native  language  and  culture,  staff 
development  activitied,  and  adequate  academic  and  non-academic  support. 
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••Subpart  .WCioncral  Provisions 
20  use  3111         -  SKC  Uni.  AOMINISTRATIVK  PHOVISIONS. 

"(aJ  General  Rulk.— Payments  under  this  part  may  be  made  in 
installments,  m  advance,  or  by  way  of  reimbursement,  with  nec- 
essary adjustments  on  account  of  underpayment  or  overpayment. 

"(b)  Audit  Rule.— The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  Sutes 
or  any  of  the  Comptroller  General's  duly  authorized  representatives 
shall  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  exammation  to  any 
books,  documents,  papers,  and  records  that  are  pertinent  to  any 
grant  under  this  part. 
20  use  31 12         "SKC  41.12.  AL'THOKIZATION  OK  APPROPRl ATIONS. 

"(a)  Authorization  for  Subpart  I.— There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  subpart  I  of  this  part 
S3.000.000  for  fiscal  year  1989  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1990  through  1993. 

"lb)  Authorization  roR  Subpart  2.— (1)  There  are  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  subpart  2  of  this  part 
32,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1989  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1990  through  1993. 

"(2)  No  funds  may  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  for 
the  fiscal  year  1989  uniess  amounts  appropriated  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  for  such  fiscal  year  total  not  less  than  $2,500,000.  In 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1990  through  1993,  no  funds  may  be  appro- 
priated pursuant  to  para^ph  (1)  unless  sufficient  amounts  are 
appropriated  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  for  the  fiscal  year  to  carry 
out  activities  under  subpart  1  of  this  part  at  the  level  established 
during  the  fiscal  year  1989. 

Emtmocy  "PART  D-IMMIGRANT  EDUCATION 

Immifrtnt 

Education  Act      "SEC.  SHORTTITLE. 

20  ulc  3121         **This  part  may  be  cited  as  the  'Emergency  Immigrant  Education 

Act  of  1984'. 
20  use  3122.        "SEC.  \m.  DEFINITIONS. 

"As  used  in  this  part— 

*'(1)  The  term  'immigrant  children  means  children  who  were 
not  born  in  any  State  and  who  have  been  attending  schools  in 
anv  1  or  more  States  for  less  than  3  complete  academic  years. 

•'(2)  The  term  'elementary  or  secondary  nonpublic  schools 
means  schools  which  comply  with  the  applicable  compulsory 
attendance  laws  of  the  Sute  and  which  are  exempt  from  tax- 
ation under  section  501(cX3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954. 

20  use  3123.        "SEC.  4403.  AUTHORIZATIONS  AND  ALLOCATION  OF  APPROPRI.WIONS. 

'\a)  AuTHORirATioNS  Of  Appropriations.— There  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  make  payments  to  which  State  educational 
agencies  are  entitled  under  this  part  and  payments  for  administra- 
tion under  section  4404  $30,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  l9So. 
$40,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1986,  1987  1988,  and  1983, 
and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  law. 
1991, 1992,  and  1993.  .  .  , 

"(b)  Allocation  op  Appropriations.— (i)  If  the  sums  appropnatea 
for  any  fiscal  year  to  make  payments  to  SUtes  under  this  part  are 
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not  sufTicient  to  pay  in  full  the  sum  of  the  amounts  which  Stat^ 
educational  agencies  are  entitled  to  receive  under  this  part  for  such 
year,  the  allocations  to  State  educational  agencies  shall  be  ratably 
reduced  to  the  extent  necessary  to  bring  the  aggregate  of  such 
allocations  within  the  limits  of  the  amounts  so  appropriated. 

"^2)  In  the  event  that  funds  become  available  for  making  pay- 
ments under  this  part  for  any  period  after  allocations  have  been 
made  under  paragraph  d)  of  this  subsection  for  such  period,  the 
amounts  reauced  under  such  paragraph  shall  be  increased  on  the 
same  basis  as  they  were  reduced. 

"SEC.  4404.  STATE  ADMIMSTR.^TIVE  COSTS.  20  USC  3124. 

"The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pay  to  each  State  educational 
agency  amounts  equal  to  the  amounts  expended  by  it  for  the  proper 
and  efficient  administration  of  its  functions  under  this  part,  except 
that  the  total  of  such  payments  for  any  period  shall  not  exceed  1.5 
per  centum  of  the  amounts  which  that  State  educational  agency  is 
entitled  to  receive  for  that  period  under  this  part. 

"SEC  4405,  WITHHOLDING.  20  USC  3125. 

"Whenever  the  Secretary,  after  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity 
for  a  hearing  to  any  State  educational  agency,  finds  that  there  is  a 
failure  to  meet  the  reouirements  of  any  provision  of  this  part,  the 
SecreUry  shall  notify  that  agency  that  further  payrnenU  will  not  be 
made  to  the  agency  under  thia  part,  or  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary,  that  the  State  educational  agency  shall  not  make  further 
payments  under  this  part  to  speciiiad  lood  educational  agencies 
whote  actions  causa  or  are  involved  in  such  failure  until  the  Sec* 
retary  is  satisfied  that  there  is  no  longer  any  such  failure  to  comply. 
Until  the  Secretary  is  so  satisfiadt  no  further  payments  shall  be 
made  to  the  State  educational  agencjr  under  this  part,  or  payments 
by  the  Stata  educational  agency  under  this  part  shall  be  umitad  to 
local  educational  agencies  whcae  actions  dia  not  cause  or  were  not 
involved  in  the  failure,  is  the  case  may  be. 

**SEC       STATE  ENTITLCMENTS.  20  USC 

'*(a)  PAYMCKra.^The  Secretary  shall  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section,  make  paymenu  to  State  educational 
agencies  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1985  through  1993  for  the 


"(o)  ENTnuMSMTS.— <1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3)  and 
in  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  of  this  section,  the  amount  of  the  grant  to 
which  a  State  educational  agency  is  entitled  under  this  part  shaU  be 
equal  to  tha  product  of  (A)  the  number  of  immigrant  children 
enrolM  dorinf  such  fiscal  year  in  elemenury  and  secondary  public 
schools  under  the  jurisdiction  of  each  local  educational  agency 
described  under  paragraph  (2)  within  that  State,  and  in  any  ele» 
mentaffy  or  secondary  nonpublic  school  within  the  district  served  by 
each  such  local  educational  agency,  multiplied  by  (B)  $500. 

"(2)  The  local  educational  agencies  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  are 
thoee  local  educational  agencies  in  which  the  sum  of  the  number  of 
immigrant  children  who  are  enrolled  in  elementary  or  secondary 
public  schools  under  the  jurisdiction  of  such  agencies,  and  in  ele- 
mentary or  secondary  nonpublic  schools  within  the  districts  served 
by  such  agencies,  during  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  payments  are 
to  be  made  under  this  part,  is  equal  to — 
"(A)  at  least  500;  or 
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"(B)  tt  leMt  3  percent  of  the  total  number  of  studenU  enrolled 
in  such  public  or  nonpublic  schoob  during  such  facal  yean 
whichevernumber  i*  leat.  e»  .  ^     »•  i 

"(3XA)  The  amount  of  the  grant  of  any  Stat*  educational  agency 
for  any  fiscal  year  aa  determined  under  paragraph  (1)  shall  be 
reduced  by  the  amount*  made  available  for  such  fiscal  year  under 
anv  other  Federal  law  for  expenditure  withm  the  State  for  the  same 
Durpose  as  those  for  which  funds  are  available  under  this  part,  but 
suchreduction  shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent  that  (i)  such 
amounts  are  made  available  for  such  purpoee  specifically  because  of 
the  refugee.  paroUee.  asylee.  or  other  immigrant  sutu*  of  the 
individuals  served  by  such  funds,  and  (ii)  such  amounts  are  made 
available  to  provide  awiitanc*  to  individuaU  eligible  for  services 

""'IbI  No  Suction  of  a  grant  under  this  part  shall  be  made  under 
subparagraph  (A)  for  any  fiical  year  if  a  reduction  »  made,  pursuant 
to  icomparable  provi«on  in  any  such  other  Federal  Uw  m  the 
^ount  made  avwlablt  for  expenditure  in  the  SUte  for  such  fiscal 
PSS-  uiSdTr  sJch  othw  Federal  W.  baa«l  on  the  amount  *-umed  to 

^•?c^1S!^/tSSl'5?*NuH.nt  or  Chiu,«h.-.1)  Determm^ 
tion.  hv  the  Secretary  under  thi*  section  for  any  penod  wjth  respect 
t?Se  nimlWiraiigrant  children  sioall  be  tnade  on  the  baa^of 
0?  SuSatia  pro^  to  the  Secretary  by  ••f.h  State  edu- 
StioiS  wnSin  •oordKica  with  critwria  estdbbahwi  by  tha 
2Ji«I2rvTS  Aa  S««tary  determine*  aftar  notice  and  oppor- 
S^r*  a"  hSiSTl^r^  SUt.  educational  ^ncy.  that 

'^^S^'Lt'^^i^iT::^  to  th.  numbsr  of  in. 
mi™t  chUd^thaTopmta  bacauiTof  an  undery^ta  or 
^vSSLita  todeprivi anySUta educational  agancy  of  JtaentiUf 
mfi^to^vSraenUor  tbs  amount  ther«>fi  under  thia  tfction  to 
Xh1uS^egW?«>Sdh?  entitled  had  luch  determination  been 

made  on  the  ban*  of  accurata  data.       -  d^rmines  that 

"(d)  RxAUXWATiOM.— Whenever  the  Secretary  detonmnee  ina« 
.nv  im^tofa  payment  made  to  a  SUta  under  this  part  for  a 
irti  nS^uied^iuch  SUta  for  carryina  out  the 
SSSoiTr  Ihich  the  Payment  was  made,  the  Secretarylhall  make 
KcTI!>SLit  aiffle^or«rrying  out  such  purpoae  to  I  or  mora 
SSer^tS  toSTexUnt  the  Secretary  detarmmes  that  such  othar 
^2tL\Sl  bT JSe  to  such  additional  amount  for  carrying  out 
«^JrJIJMS  Anv  amount  made  available  to  a  Suta  from  an 
l-inSStSS  fo?  a  K^year  in  *ccordanca  with  the  pr^yding 
JnSS^SSl  Sr  SurSesVthis  part,  be  regard^  part  of  such 
St52^^ySnU..^dKined  un^  '"J^X^^^^J 
but  shall  remain  available  untU  the  end  of  the  succeeding  fiscal 

year. 

aouacjur.     -wc^m.usti  or  funds.  c     ^     «  Piv 

"(a)  SorrLi»i«HTA«t  Educational  Smvicm  and  .Corn.-Pay^ 
OMnts  Sda^der  this  part  to  any  Sut*  may ^  lITii JuSSSS 
^!*?^Min^tiaBa  aooroved  under  section  4408  for  supplementary 
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elementary  and  secondary  nonpublic  schools  of  that  SUte  within 
the  districts  served  by  such  agencies. 

'*(h)  Kinds  or  Services  and  Costs.— Financial  assistance  provided 
under  this  part  shall  be  available  to  meet  the  costs  of  providing 
immigrant  children  supplementary  educational  services,  including 
but  not  limited  to— 

'•(1)  supplementary  educational  services  necessary  to  enable 
those  children  to  achieve  a  satisfactory  level  of  performance, 
including— 

"(A)  English  language  instruction; 
**^B)  other  bilingual  educational  services;  and 
'*(C)  special  materials  and  supplies; 
'*(2)  additional  basic  instructional  services  which  are  directly 
attnbuuble  to  the  presence  in  the  school  district  of  immigrant 
children,  including  the  costs  of  providing  additional  classroom 
supplies,  overhead  costs,  costs  of  construction,  acquisition  or 
renUl  of  space,  costs  of  transportation,  or  such  other  costs  as 
are  directly  attribuUble  to  such  additional  basic  instructional 
services;  and  ^  ,    ,       n  i_ 

"(3)  essential  inservice  training  for  personnel  who  will  be 
providing  instruction  described  in  either  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  of 
this  subsection. 

-SEC  44«t.  APPLICATIONS.  ^  ^ 

"(a)  Su»M  wiON.— No  State  educational  agency  iluU  bt  entitled  to 
any  payment  under  thia  part  for  any  period  unle«  that  igencr 
submiU  an  application  to  the  Secretary  *t  tuch  tuny,  in  lucb 
manner,  and  containing  or  accompanied  by  luch  mformaUon»  at  tne 
Secretary  may  reasonably  require.  Each  tuch  appUcation  shall-- 
provide  that  the  educational  programs  ••^c^ 
activities  for  which  payments  under  this  pert  are  made  win  be 
administered  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  the  ^«ncy; 

"(2)  provide  assurances  that  paymenU  under  this  part  will  be 
used  for  purposes  set  forth  in  section  4407; 

"(3)  provide  assurances  that  such  payments  will  be  distrib- 
uted among  local  educational  agencies  within  that  SUte,  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  chUdren  runted  with  res^  ^H^T 
local  educational  agency  under  section  4406(Wa),  •dj^^jjj^^ 
reflect  any  reductions  unpoeed  pursuant  to  secuon  4406(hX3) 
which  are  attributable  to  such  local  educational  sgenqr. 

"(4)  provide  assurances  that  the  SUte  educational  agency  will 
not  finally  disapprwa  in  whole  or  in  Pjrt  any  application  for 
funds  received  under  thto  pwt  without  first  affording  the  looil 
educational  agenqr  Sttbmitting  an  applicaUon  for  such  funds 

reasonable  notica  aai  opportunity  for  a  heanng;   

"(5)  provide  for  MUng  such  reporU  as  the  SecreUry  may  lUpocta 
reasonably  requii«  U  perform  the  functions  under  this  part; 
and 

"(6)  provide  assurances^  .  ,    ^        .  ^ 

•'(A)  that  to  the  exUnt  consisUnt  with  the  number  of 
immigrant  children  enrolled  in  the  elementary  or  second- 
ary nonpublic  schools  within  the  district  served  by  a  load 
educational  agency,  such  agency,  after  consulUtion  with 
appropriate  omcials  of  such  schools,  shall  provide  for  the 
benefit  of  these  children  secular  neutral,  and 
nonideological  services,  materials,  and  equipment  nec- 
essary for  the  education  of  such  children; 
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fh^t  the  control  of  fund*  providod  under  thui  p«t 
i^l  i.l  anv  materials,  equipment,  and  PfoP^rtJ 

association  agency,  or  corporatio^^^  ^^^^^ 
provision  of  such  kHooI  and  of  any  reliyiou* 

organizatton;  and  '"f"  •"^^  of  such  public  agency, 
under  the  paragraph  shall  not  be 

and  the  fundi  provided  under  J***^' 
commingled  with  SUteor  K^f/g^^^^  ,h.u  approve  an 
"(h)  AFPaovAL  OF  AF^ucATiON^-^e 

-SBC  440f.  PAYMENTS.  iinaft)  tht  S«C- 

"(a)  AMOUNT.-Except  -  Pnm^^^ 

retary  .hall  pay  jKS^oS»fc%hich  tUt  SUU  » 

tion  approved  under  twrtion  wo  ui« 

entitle/ to  receive  «?liVn^2i'SiiouB>  w  NoNnnuc  ScH00U.-If 
"(b)  SwvtcM  TO  CkoM*  educational  «f«nc5[, J» 

by  reaaon  of  any  P««:r>»»"»°,  "'ii^*.! 

p?ohS£d  from  PTiSidSrSSS^ubuTSo^  m  m^J^ 
In  elementary  and  •y^ML^^TsTditenxiinea  that  a  taal  edu- 
section  4408(aX6).  or  t£»|S??^*?JTuwrmii«too 
cational  agen*^  haa  •^^ttfif/SSS  of  diildrtn  enwl&d  m  wch 
the  partictpauon  on  an  •^^J^S"  .uch^uiiemtnt  and  »haU 
schooU.  the  Secretary  .^^yj^^Jir^  ^  chUdwn  thrp*^ 

provisions  of  chapter  I  of  tiUa  i. 

■<sEC44i».REPOKn.  SUU  educational  agency  r«»ivinf 

"(»)  BiKNNUt  Rw^^  T^^l^i?.  bSimUUy.  a  report  to  the 
funds  under  thi« .  P«t  slujU  submit,  ta^^ 

Secreury  concerning  the  •*P!SW3u™«'^  receitwg 
3encies'uader.th.s  part  Each^oca^^^        «iucational  agency 

propams  under  this  part. 

-PART  E-TERRITORIAL  ASSISTANCE 
^«...C«NERAL  ^.^ANCC  FORTH.  V^CIN.^^ 

■There  are  authori^  to  kj^  aPPropru^^^  f„  ,he 

year  1989  and  for  each  of  the  *  suwcs 
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OMS  No.  1886-0613 
Sxpiritjon:  0«/3O/d6 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority  Languages  Affairs 

Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Program 

Public  reporting  burden  for  this  collection  of  information  is  estimated  to  average  5  hours 
per  response,  including  the  time  for  reviewing  instructions,  searching  existing  data 
sources,  gathering  and  maintaining  the  data  needed,  and  completing  and  reviewing  the 
collection  of  information.  Send  comments  regarding  this  burden  estimate  or  any  other 
aspect  of  this  collection  of  information,  including  suggestions  for  reducing  this  burden, 
to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  Information  Management  and  Compliance  Division, 
Washington,  D.C.  20202-4651;  and  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
Paperwork  Reduction  Project  1885  •  0513  Washington,  D.C.  20503. 


Biennial  Report 

Instruction:  The  Biennial  Report  Form  has  two  parts.  Part  A  is  the  Student  National 
Origin  Report  Form  and  Part  B  is  the  LEA  Expenditure  Report  Form.  These  two  forms  are 
to  be  used  by  the  LEAs  to  report  to  the  SEAs  and  by  SEAs  to  report  to  the  Secretary  of 
Education.  In  Part  A,  you  list  under  column  (1)  the  national  origin  (country  of  birth)  of 
immigrant  child  served  under  the  Emergency  Immigrant  Education  Program.  In  column  (2) 
you  indicate  the  number  of  immigrant  children  who  are  of  the  same  national  origin. 

Since  the  Biennial  Report  covers  two  years,  the  SEA  is  required  to  submit  to  the  Secretary 
an  annual  report  consisting  of  one  Part  A  report  form  and  one  Part  B  report  form  for 
1 990-1 991  grant  period  and  one  Part  a  report  form  and  one  Part  B  report  form  for  1 991  - 
1992  grant  period. 

Part  A  -  Student  National  Origin  Report 


National  Origin  of  Number  of  Immigrant 

Immigrant  Children  (1)  Children  (2) 
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Number  of  Immigrant 
Children 


ED  T85-IP 
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EMERGENCY  IMMIGRANT  EDUCATION  PROGRAM 

PART  B  LEA  EXPENDITURE  REPORT 

Report  the  expenditures  listed  beiow.  Refer  to  the  definitions  found  in  Part  D,  Section 
4407  of  Public  Law  100-297, 

A.  Supplemental  Educational  Services  Expenditures 

(1)  English  language  instruction  $  

(2)  Other  bilingual  education  $  

(3)  Special  Materials  and  Supplies  $  

(4)  Other  $  

Subtotal  A  $  

B.  Additional  Basic  Instructional  Services 

(1)  Classroom  supplies  $  

(2)  Overhead  costs  $  

(3)  Construction  $  

(4)  Acquisition  or  Rental  of  Space  $  

(5)  Transportation  $  

(6)  Other  $  

Subtotal  B  $  

C.  Inaarvica  Training  for  oarsonnel  $  

Subtotal  C  $  

Itams  D  and  1  ara  for  SEA  usa  ontv 

D.  Adminiatratlva  Cost  $  

(not  to  exceed  1 .5%  of  grant) 

Subtotal  D  $  

E.  Total  {Add  all  subtotals)  ^ 


£0  -96  -K 


APPENDIX  C: 

EIEA  Participants  by  Country  of  Origin: 
1990-91  and  1991-92  School  Years 
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EiEA  PARnaPA>rrs  by  country 

FOR  THE  1990.91  AND  1991^92  SCHOOL  YEARS 

1990-91 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TOT  A I 
1  vy  I  Aid 

STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

MEXICO 

207,984 

35.3% 

261,664 

38.2% 

\TETNAM 

32,681 

5.5 

36,629 

5.4 

EL  SALVADOR 

26,658 

4.5 

27,560 

.4.0 

DOMINICAN  REPL^UC 

25,233 

4.3 

28,242 

4.1 

PHILIPPINES 

18,481 

3.1 

20,446 

3.0 

NICARAGUA 

14,800 

2.5 

■  10,522 

1.5 

KOREA 

14,407 

2.4 

15,190 

2.2 

USSR 

13,860 

2.4 

21,678 

3.2 

LAOS 

13,508 

2.3 

11,899  - 

1.7 

CHINA 

13,421 

2.3 

15,656 

2.3 

HAITI 

13,189 

2.2 

15,456 

2.3 

GUATEMALA 

12,094 

2.1 

14,057 

2.1 

CAMBODIA 

10,988 

1.9 

9,896 

1.4 

JAMAICA 

10,634 

1.8 

13,972 

2.0 

INDIA 

9,045 

1.5 

9,800 

1.4 

COLOMBIA 

8,231 

1.4 

8,796 

1.3 

TAIWAN 

6,637 

1.1 

6,967 

1.0 

GUYANA 

6,475 

1.1 

6,765 

1.0 

THAILAND 

6,365 

1.1 

6,738 

1.0 

HONDURAS 

6,139 

1.0 

6,684 

1.0 

HONG  KONG 

5,408 

0.9 

5,020 

0.7 

POLAND 

5,253 

0.9 

6,294 

0.9 

CUBA 

4,896 

0.8 

4,822 

0.7 

ECUADOR 

4,870 

0.8 

5,066 

0.7 

PERU 

4,823 

0.8 

5,250 

0.8 

IRAN 

4,681 

0.8 

5353 

0.8 

JAPAN 

4,661 

0.8 

5377 

0.8 

TRINIDAD 

3,759 

0.6 

5,103 

0.7 

ISRAEL 

3,626 

0.6 

4,289 

0.6 

ARMENL\ 

3,411 

0.6 

3,925 

0.6 

PAKISTAN 

3,286 

0.6 

4,116 

0.6 

PORTUGAL 

3,248 

0.6 

3,607 

0.5 
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EIEA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  199<M1  AND  1991-W  SCHOOL  YEARS 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TOT  AT 

STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

BRAZIL 

3,081 

0.5 

3,476 

0.5 

ROMANIA 

2,456 

0.4 

2,8S4 

0.4 

AFGHANISTAN 

2,345 

0.4 

2,521 

0.4 

SPAIN 

2,202 

0.4 

2,373 

0.3 

GERMANY 

2,181 

0.4 

2,401 

0.4 

VENEZUELA 

1,835 

0.3 

2,304 

0.3 

BOUVU 

1,823 

0.3 

1,761 

0.3 

ENGLAND 

1,763 

0.3 

1,858 

0.3 

ARGENTINA 

1,698 

0.3 

1,986 

0.3 

CAPE  VERDE 

1,671 

0.3 

1,545 

0.2 

CANADA 

1,627 

0.3 

2,325 

0.3 

PANAMA 

1384 

0.3 

1,775 

0.3 

ETHIOPIA 

1,530 

0.3 

1,934 

0.3 

LEBANON 

1,391 

0.2 

1,589 

0.2 

YUGOSLAVU 

1,242 

0.2 

1,417 

0.2 

COSTA  RICA 

1,231 

0.2 

1,326 

0.2 

GREECE 

1,231 

0.2 

1,076 

0.2 

WEST  INDIES 

1,219 

0.2 

629 

0.1 

BANGLADESH 

1,216 

0.2 

1,626 

0.2 

ITALY 

1,156 

0.2 

1,187 

0.2 

CHILE 

1,141 

0.2 

1,069 

0.2 

TONGA 

1,125 

0.2 

892 

0.1 

INDONESIA 

1,026 

0.2 

1,209 

0.2 

SOUTH  KOREA 

988 

0.2 

1,076 

0.2 

AZORES 

964 

0.2 

1,018 

0.1 

BARBADOS 

942 

0.2 

948 

0.1 

FRANCE 

900 

0.2 

1,057 

0.2 

EGYPT 

883 

0.1 

956 

0.1 

YEMEN 

832 

0.1 

1,060 

0.2 

NIGERIA 

743 

0.1 

i>26 

0.1 

JORDAN 

712 

0.1 

884 

0.1 

SAUDI  ARABIA 

700 

0.1 

863 

0.1 
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EIEA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  l<mSl  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 

> 

1990-91 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

BELIZE 

652 

0.1 

806 

0,1 

GRENADA 

563  1 

0.1 

580 

0,1 

MALAYSIA 

540  1 

0.1 

797 

0,1 

SYWA 

487  1 

0.1 

573 

0,1 

BURMA 

'180  1 

0.1 

443 

0.1 

LIBERIA 

465  1 

0.1 

705 

0,1 

GHANA 

464  1 

0.1 

517 

0,1 

HUNGARY 

463  1 

0.1 

542 

0,1 

KUWAIT 

441  1 

0.1 

634 

0,1 

FIJI 

435  1 

0.1 

606 

0.1 

TURKEY 

428  j 

0.1 

538 

0,1 

SAMOA 

419  j 

0.1 

411 

0,1 

IRELAND 

395 

0.1 

300 

<0.1 

ANTIGUA 

393 

0.1 

425 

0,1 

URUGUAY 

385 

0.1 

371 

0.1 

BAHAMAS 

377 

0.1 

781 

0.1 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

330 

0.1 

321 

<0.1 

PARAGUAY 

303 

j  0.1 

294 

<0.1 

SOUTH  ARilCA 

281 

1       *  <0.1 

658 

0.1 

IRAQ 

271 

1  <0.1 

441 

0,1 

SWEDEN 

255 

1  <0.1 

264 

<0,1 

I 

AUSTRALIA 

255 

j  <0.1 

303 

<0,1 

ST.  VINCENT 

246 

1  <0.1 

310 

<0.1 

SRI  LANKA 

229 

1  <0.1 

270 

<0.1 

1 

-1 

i 

— i 

PUERTO  RICO 

206 

1  <0.1 

216 

<0.1 

BULGAiUA 

202 

1  <0.1 

357 

0,1 

SUDAN 

198 

1  <0.1 

214 

<0.1 

VIRGIN  ISLANDS 

198 

1  <0.1 

loi 

<0,1 

ST.LUCIA 

188 

1  <0.1 

229 

<0.1 

FINLAND 

184 

1  <0.1 

138 

<0,1 

SIERRA  LEONE 

181 

1  <0.1 

244 

<0,1 

NETHERLANDS 

161 

1  <0.i 

190 

<0,1 
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EIEA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  1990-91  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 

199(W1 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

SINGAPORE 

159 

<0.1 

100 

<0.1 

BELGIUM 

147 

<0.1 

149 

<0.1 

LTCRAINE 

135 

<0.1 

313 

<0.1 

WESTERN  SAMOA 

133 

<0.1 

150 

<0.1 

DOMINICA 

132 

<0.1 

234 

<0.1 

NORWAY 

130 

<0.1 

178 

<0.1 

SAN  SALVADOR 

128 

<0.1 

85 

<0.1 

AUSTRIA 

124 

<0.1 

115 

<0.1 

SURINAM 

121 

<0.1 

124 

<0.1 

KENYA 

120 

<0.1 

136 

<0.1 

SWITZERLAND 

114 

<0.1 

125 

<0.1 

DENMARK 

112 

<0.1 

111 

<0.1 

NEW  ZEALAND 

109 

<0.1 

97 

<0.1 

ANGOLA 

107 

<0.1 

79 

<0.1 

ALBANIA 

102 

<0.1 

126 

<0.1 

MACAO 

95 

<0.1 

83 

<0.1 

PALESTINE 

89 

<0.1 

97 

<0.1 

ZAIRE 

89 

,  <0.1 

119 

<0.1 

MOROCCO 

83 

<0.1 

90 

<0.1 

ZAMBIA 

79 

<0.1 

89 

<0.1 

SOMALL^ 

77 

<0.1 

161 

<0.1 

CAMEROON 

72 

<0.1 

33 

<0.1 

UNITED  ARAB  EMIRATES 

68 

<0.1 

93 

<0.1 

LIBYA 

67 

<0.1 

69 

<0.1 

ALGERIA 

66 

<0.1 

60 

<0.1 

ST.KirS-NEVIS 

65 

<0.1 

107 

<0.1 

NEPAL 

64 

<0.1 

78 

<0.1 

TANZANIA 

62 

<0.1 

56 

<0.1 

SENEGAL 

61 

<0.1 

80 

<0.1 

LITHUANIA 

53 

<0.1 

66 

<0.1 

BERMUDA 

53 

<0.1 

52 

<0.1 

IVORY  COAST 

52 

<0.1 

161 

<0.1 
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EIEA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  199(W1  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 

1990-91 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

BELARUS 

1 

<.U.  1 

1 

<u.l 

GAMBIA 

^r'O  1 
V.U.  i 

ICELAND 

V.U.  1 

AA 

^^-n  1 

V.U.  i 

CENTRAL  AFRICAN 
REPUBLIC 

35 

<0.1 

<0.1 

BAHRAIN 

33 

<0.1 

64 

<0.1 

UGANDA 

29 

<0.1 

50 

<0.1 

CYPRUS 

28 

<0.1 

34 

<0.1 

ERITREA 

27 

<0.1 

12 

<0.1 

MOZAMBIQUE 

26 

<0.1 

19 

<0.1 

NIGER 

26 

<o.v 

20 

<0.1 

ARABL\ 

25 

<0.1 

24 

<0.1 

MONOCO 

23 

<0.1 

19 

<:0.1 

SCOTLAND 

22 

<0,1 

20 

<0.1 

GUINEA 

21 

<0.1 

38 

<0.1 

ESTONIA 

20 

<0,1 

26 

<0.1 

MADAGASCAR 

20 

<0.1 

22 

<0.1 

NETHERLANDS  ANTILLES 

18 

<ai 

31 

<0.1 

FRENCH  ANTILLES 

18 

<0.1 

12 

<0.1 

ZIMBABWE 

18 

<0.1 

24 

<0.1 

FRENCH  GUIANA 

18 

<0.1 

16 

<0.1 

QATAR 

18 

<0.1 

11 

<0.1 

MALAWI 

17 

<0.1 

32 

<0.1 

COMOROS 

17 

<0.1 

73 

<0.1 

BRUNEI 

16 

<0.1 

22 

<0.1 

MALTA 

16 

<0.1 

17 

<0.1  j 

GUADELOUPE 

16 

<0.1 

17 

<0.1 

CHAD 

15 

<0.1 

17 

<0.1 

TURKS/CAICOS 

15 

<0.1 

28 

<0.1 

ST.  MARTIN 

15 

<0.1 

12 

<0.1 

LESOTHO 

15 

<ai 

6 

<0.1 

DJIBOUTI 

14 

<ai 

6 

<0.1 
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EIEA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  199(V91  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 


1990-91 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

iU  1 AL 

STUDENTTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TUNISIA 

13 

<0.1 

33 

<0.1 

PAPUA  NEW  GUINEA 

13 

<0.1 

13 

<0.1 

MARSHALL  ISLANDS 

13 

<0.1 

40 

<0.1 

BOTSWANA 

12 

<0.1 

17 

<0.1 

TOGO 

12 

<0.1 

19 

<0.1 

LATVIA 

11 

<0.1 

16 

<ai 

NTEW  GUINEA 

9 

<0.1 

7 

<0.1 

BENIN 

8 

<0.1 

13 

<0.1 

SEYCHELLES 

8 

<0.1 

9 

<0.1 

SWAZILAND 

6 

<0.1 

12 

<0.1 

MARTINIQUE 

6 

<0.1 

0 

SOLOMON  ISLANDS 

5 

<0.1 

7 

<0.1 

GUINEA  BISSAU 

5 

<0.1 

5 

<0.1 

TRUK-MOEN  ISLAND 

5 

<0.1 

4 

<0.1 

MAU 

5 

<0.1 

19 

<0.1 

INDOCHINA 

4 

<0.1 

0 

WALES 

4 

<0.1 

10 

<0.1 

MAURITIUS 

4 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

EAST  INDIES 

4 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

NEW  CALEDONIA 

4 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

GUAM 

4 

<0.1 

12 

<0.1 

RADAH 

3 

<0.1 

0 

CAYMAN  ISLAND 

3 

<0.1 

9 

<0.1 

RWANDA 

3 

<0.1 

7 

<0.1 

LUXEMBOURG 

3 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

COOK  ISLANDS 

3 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

NAMIBL\ 

3 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

BHUTAN 

3 

<0.1 

20 

<0.1 

EASTERN  SAMOA 

3 

<0.1 

0 

MONTSERRAT 

3 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

PACmC  ISLANDS 

3 

<0.1 

0 

SERBIA 

2 

<0.1 

0 
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EIEA  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  1990-91  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 


1990-91 

1991-92 

COUNTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

TOTAL 
STUDENTS 

PERCENTAGE 

GREENLAND 

2 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

TRUST  TERRirORTES 

2 

<a.i 

2 

<0.1 

TOKELAU  ISLAND 

2 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

BLTUONA  FASO 

2 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

CHRISTMAS  ISLAND 

2 

<0.1 

0 

- 

CURACAO 

2 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

GABON 

2 

<0.1 

4 

<0.1 

EQUATORL\L  GUINEA 

2 

<0.1 

10 

<0.1 

^aCRONESL\ 

2 

<0.1 

901 

0.1 

OMAN 

2 

<0.1 

6 

<0.1 

POLYNESL\ 

2 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

MARANHO 

2 

<0.1 

2 

<0.1 

MACEDONIA 

2 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

TIBET 

2 

<0.1 

3 

<0.1 

MALAGASY 

2 

<0.1 

4 

<0.1 

TEPIC  NAVARET 

1 

<0.1 

0 

-  • 

ST.  ANDREWS 

1 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

DUBAI  UAE 

1 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

EAST  GERMANY 

1 

<0.1 

0 

- 

MONGOLIA 

1 

<0.1 

7 

<0.1 

MAURTTANU 

1 

<0.1 

4 

<0.1 

LESSER  ANTILLES 

1 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

GUERNSEY  ISLAND 

1 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

BENGAL 

1 

<0.1 

0 

- 

GAZA  STRIP 

1 

<0.1 

0 

- 

ICHRAN 

1 

<0.1 

0 

DAHOMEY 

<0.1 

1 

<0.1 

ANGUILLA 

<0.1 

0 

ARUBA 

<0.1 

0 

CLIPPERTON  ISLAND 

<0.1 

16 

<0.1 

ANDORRA 

<0.1 

0 

NORTH  YEMEN 

<0.1 

0 
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EIEA  PARTiaPANTS  BY  COUNTRY 
FOR  THE  199<W1  AND  1991-92  SCHOOL  YEARS 

1990-91 

1991-92 

minsTTRY  OF  ORIGIN 

TOTAL 
b  1  UUbiS  lb 

^tRCt^^TACIb 

TOTAL 

rets     »iN  I  avjc 

UlsJiNAW  A 

1 

<0.1 

1 

<U.  1 

BUKUNUl 

1 

<U.i 

3 

<U.  Jl 

QDrrrcu  fi^v  a  nf 
tJKl  1  orl  (JChAlN 

TERRITOKY 

U 

Z 

*rn  1 

UZBnaSTAN 

0 

4 

<0.1 

YAKIMA 

0 

- 

2 

<0.1 

AZERBAIJAN 

0 

- 

2 

<0.1 

ADEN 

0 

- 

1 

<0.1 

ASSYRIA 

0 

54 

<0.1 

WEST  BEKAA 

0 

- 

1 

<0.1 

BELAU 

0 

2 

<0.1 

W-ESTERN  SAHARA 

0 

1 

<0.1 

BASSAS  DA  INDIA 

0 

- 

1 

<0.1 

NORTH  KOREA 

0 

- 

104 

<0.1 

OCEANA 

0 

- 

1 

<0.1 

MYANMAR 

0 

- 

1 

<0.1 

SAN  MARINO 

0 

- 

9 

<0.1 

SOUTH  YEMEN 

0 

- 

20 

<0.1 

SAIPAN 

0 

- 

2 

<0.1 

CROATIA 

0 

- 

3 

<0.1 

FRTTANIA 

0 

- 

1 

<0.1 

CONGO 

0 

- 

3 

<0.1 

CORAL  SEA  ISLAND 

0 

- 

19 

<0.1 

KURDISTAN 

0 

- 

86 

<0.1 

MALDAVIA 

0 

- 

3 

<0,1 

GIBRALTAR 

0 

- 

1 

<0.1 

 1 

OTHER  LATIN  AMERICA 

0.7 

4,069 

0.6 

OTHER  AFRICA 

139 

<0.1 

551 

0.1 

OTHER  MIDDLE  EAST 

S 

<0.1 

152 

<0.1 

OTHER  ASIA 

1 

<0.1 

38 

<0.1 

OTHER  EUROPE 

0 

3 

<ai 

OTHER 

2,430 

0.4 

2^77 

0.4 

TOTAL 

589,743  ^ 

100.0% 

 — 

684,293 

100.0% 
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APPENDIX  D: 

EIEA  Pardcipaiits  by  State  and  Country  of  Origin: 
1990-91  and  1991-92  School  Years 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 


A.  Background 

The  publication  of  A  Nation  at  Risk  (1983)  focused  attenhon  on  the  need  to  restructure  the 
prachces  of  our  educational  system.  Findings  that  U.S.  students  lag  far  behind  students  in 
other  countries  prompted  a  broadly  shared  concern  regarding  the  level  of  sidlls  of  students 
exiting  our  educational  institutions  and  entering  the  workforce.  In  response  to  this  concern, 
the  decade  of  the  80's  produced  substantial  efforts  toward  educational  reform.  The 
definition  of  the  six  National  Education  Goals  in  1989  focused  these  efforts  by  idenhfying 
specific  objectives  for  the  nation  to  achieve  by  the  year  2000.  Now,  as  we  head  well  into  the 
90's,  more  recent  legislative  initiatives,  such  as  reflected  in  the  proposed  reauthorization  of 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act  (ESEA),  emphasize  the  need  for  full 
opporttmity  for  every  child-including  limited  English  proficient  (LEP)  children  and  others 
vvith  special  needs--to  achieve  at  high  levels  (Garcia,  1994).  These  expectations  for 
achievement  are  being  made  more  specific  as  a  variety  of  groups  and  organizations  carry 
out  efforts  to  define  national  standards  \A  a  range  of  content  areas. 

The  principle  of  inclusion  of  all  children  in  effective  instruction  is  an  important  element  in 
the  recently  proposed  ESEA  legislation.  In  the  case  of  LEP  students,  the  need  to  ensure  their 
full  participation  in  effective  instruction  is  seen  in  their  growing  numbers.  Data  from  the 
1990  Census  show  that  about  16  percent  of  the  91.7  million  households  in  the  U.S.  are 
households  in  which  a  language  other  than  English  is  used;  about  half  of  the  language 
minority  households  include  children  under  18  years  of  age  (Waggoner,  1994).  Recent  data 
show  that  LEP  students  in  grades  K-12  now  number  approximately  2.3  million  (Fleischman 
and  Hopstock,  1993)-an  increase  of  one  million  since  the  last  such  estimate  made  in  fall  of 
1983--and  represent  5.5  percent  of  all  students  in  grades  K-12  in  pubUc  schools  across  the 
coimtry.  Clearly,  as  we  move  closer  to  the  year  2000,  the  debate  on  how  to  best  promote 
high  achievement  for  all  students  must  address  questions  specific  to  language  minority  and 
LEP  shidents  (LaCelle-Peterson  and  Rivera,  1994). 

There  has  been  considerable  recent  attention  by  educational  policy-makers  and  practitioners 
to  the  issues  of  why,  when,  and  how  limited  English  proficient  (LEP)  students  should  be 
assessed.  Two  particular  trends  in  the  educational  reform  movement  have  spurred  this 
attention.  One  trend  has  involved  the  reexamination  of  existing  educational  assessment 
measures  and  practices  in  terms  of  their  relationship  to  effective  instruction,  their  fairness 
to  minority  populations,  and  their  use  in  making  decisions  about  specific  students.  The 
second  trend  has  been  related  to  the  development  of  educational  standards  for  students, 
leadiiig  to  questions  of  when  and  how  standards  and  related  assessments  should  be  applied 
to  LEP  students. 
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B.       Purpose  of  the  Report 


The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  examine  assessment  instruments  and  practices  and  to  review 
issues  related  to  assessment  of  LEP  students.  It  is  critical  to  examine  these  issues  now,  as 
major  steps  are  being  taken  toward:  (1)  ihe  redesign  of  assessment  approaches;  and  (2) 
definition  of  standards  and  new  national  assessment  systems.  Given  their  increasingly  large 
representation  in  schools  today,  issues  related  to  language  minority  and  LEP  students  should 
be  included  early  on  in  the  efforts  to  define  new  assessm.ents,  especially  those  related  to 
national  standards  (DeAvila,  1994). 

The  report  begins  by  considering  three  key  issues  related  to  the  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
and  then  discusses  the  various  purposes  of  assessment  and  the  important  concerns  related 
to  those  purposes.  The  next  chapters  present  examinatioris  and  comparisons  of  the  most 
frequently  used  language  proficiency  tests  and  standardized  academic  achievement  tests. 
These  are  followed  by  a  discussion  of  more  recent  directions  in  assessment  and  the 
implications  of  these  newer  efforts  for  LEP  students.  The  final  chapter  presents  conclusions 
and  recommendations  for  the  assessment  of  LEP  students. 
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IL  ISSUES  RELATED  TO  THE  USE  OF  ASSESSMENT 


Inclusion  of  LEP  students  in  assessment  is  currently  being  discussed  within  three  key  sets 
of  issues:  (1)  inclusion  of  LEP  students  in  assessment  as  part  of  effective  and  challenging 
instruction  that  promotes  the  development  of  high  levels  of  achievement;  (2)  appropriate 
inclusion  of  LEP  students  within  assessments  that  determine  student  placement  or  eligibility 
for  services;  and  (3)  inclusion  of  LEP  students  within  assessments  that  examine 
accountability  (of  programs,  schools,  districts,  etc).  Overall,  the  issue  is  equity  for  LEP 
students. 

A.       Inclusion  of  LEP  Students  in  Effective  Instruction: 
Is  Assessment  Reform  Also  Instructional  Reform? 

A  first  question  regarding  assessment  concerns  the  relationship  between  assessment  and 
instruction.  One  of  the  criticisms  of  current  standardized  tests  (discussed  further  in  Section 
VII  below)  is  that  tests  begin  to  drive  instruction  and  change  the  nature  of  the  cxirriculum 
as  teachers  "teach  to  the  test".  This  has  been  an  unwanted  outcome  of  the  standardized 
tests,  resulting  in  lower  levels  of  instruction  for  students. 

For  this  reason,  assessment  reform  is  seen  by  many  as  critical  to  instruction,  due  to  the  very 
powerful  effect  that  assessment  has  on  the  nature  of  instruction  (Darling-Hammond,  1994). 
According  to  this  view,  if  assessment  methods  themselves  are  directed  toward  the  same 
skills  that  should  be  developed,  then  quality  instruction  is  more  likely  to  occur,  even  if 
teachers  "teach  the  test."  Darling-Hammond  (1994)  defines  this  as  "consequential  validity. " 
This  refers  to  the  positive  impact  of  an  assessment  tool  on  the  teaching  and  learning  process. 
In  this  way,  "teaching  to  the  test"  is  turned  toward  more  positive  outcomes. 

The  use  of  newer  forms  of  assessm.ent  (e.g.,  performance  assessment,  alternative  assessment) 
is  expected  to  promote  more  effective  classroom  instruction.  This  is  instruction  that  is 
focused  on  more  authentic  student-centered  learning,  development  of  higher  order  thinking 
skills,  and  constructivist  approaches  to  learrung.  These  types  of  instructional  approaches, 
which  are  consistent  with  use  of  alternative  assessments,  are  expected  to  be  effective  for  all 
students.  However,  they  should  be  especially  beneficial  to  LEP  students.  For  example, 
instructional  tasks  and  contexts  described  as  "authentic"  are  also  the  types  of  settings  in 
which  LEP  students  will  experience  more  opportxmities  for  meaningful  language  use,  for 
contextual  support  for  learning,  and  for  participation  in  instruction  and  assessment  through 
a  variety  of  formats.  The  use  of  alternative  assessment  is  viewed  as  a  potentially  strong  and 
effective  agent  of  change  toward  these  effective  instructional  approaches. 

The  use  of  alternative  assessments  will  not  resolve  all  problems,  however.  If  alternative 
assessments  are  implemented,  then  there  are  additional  issues  to  consider.  For  example,  it 
is  very  likely  that  the  use  of  alternative  assessments  wdl  require  even  more  language  use 
by  students  in  responding  to  the  assessment  tasks  (Secada,  1994).  Will  LEP  students 
therefore  be  placed  at  a  greater  disadvantage  in  alternative  assessment  tasks?  An  additional 
question  concerns  the  linkage  between  the  assessments  used  and  the  curriculum  received 
by  LEP  students.  For  example,  if  LEP  students  do  not  receive  instruction  that  provides  for 
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student-directed  instructional  activities,  a  focus  on  higher  order  cognitive  tasks,  or 
opportimities  for  hands-on  problem-solving  activities,  then  use  of  performance  assessment 
tasks  for  LEP  students  will  not  be  as  appropriate  and  outcomes  obtained  will  be  less  valid 
That  is,  performance  assessment  tasks  will  not  be  fair  for  LEP  students  who  have  not  been 
exposed  to  these  types  of  instructional  activities.  The  relationship  between  the  contexts  and 
activities  presented  in  the  assessment  tasks  and  those  the  student  typically  encounters  in  the 
classroom  can  be  a  critical  one. 

B,       Assessment  in  Support  of  Educational  Decision-Making  for  LEP  Students: 
How  Should  Assessment  Be  Used  to  Determine  Eligibility  and  Placement? 

Assessment  is  used  to  support  decisions  regarding  the  education  of  students.  For  LEP 
students,  assessment  first  involves  identification  as  a  LEP  shident  who  is  eligible  for  special 
language-related  services.  Assessment  also  is  used  to  determine  student  placement,  to 
determine  eligibility  for  other  special  programs,  to  reclassify  students  from  LEP  stahis,  and 
to  make  decisions  regarding  promotion  or  graduation.  In  these  uses,  the  important  decisions 
that  are  made  affect  subsequent  opportunities  for  students. 

Initial  assessment  that  identifies  a  shident  as  LEP  provides  important  access  to  special 
services.  However,  at  the  same  time,  assessment  and  classification  as  LEP  may  also  limit 
the  student  in  terms  of  future  opportunities  and  unfairly  exclude  LEP  students  from  other 
opportunities,  such  as  for  advanced  or  other  special  instruction.  Research  on  use  of 
assessment  has  shown  that  LEP  shidents  are  often  assessed  and  inappropriately  placed 
within  special  education,  where  they  are  more  likely  to  receive  low  level  instructton  and  less 
challenging  content.  Similarly,  the  use  of  single  assessment  measures  that  are  inappropriate 
to  LEP  students  may  be  the  only  means  of  qualifying  for  gifted  and  talented  instruction  or 
other  instructional  opportunities.  Decisions  regarding  promotion  or  graduation  are  similarly 
critical  to  future  oppori^ities  for  LEP  shidents.  Lack  of  a  high  school  diploma  will  make 
finding  employment  more  difficult,  yet  promotion  or  graduation  decisions  may  be  made 
based  on  assessment  measures  that  are  not  appropriate  to  the  LEP  student. 

It  is  preferable  to  base  decisions  regarding  a  shident's  education  on  multiple  measures^ 
Ortiz  and  Wilkinson  (1990)  have  demonstrated  the  effect  of  using  multiple  approaches  and 
more  appropriate  assessment  methods.  In  their  research,  they  show  that  with  better 
"prereferral  intervention/'  inappropriate  assignment  of  LEP  students  to  special  education  can 
be  decreased.  Even  with  multiple  measures,  however,  there  are  a  number  of  questions 
which  need  to  be  addressed:  What  specific  tests  are  most  apropriate  for  use?  To  what 
extent  should  native  language  testing  be  used?  Who  makes  decisions  usmg  the  multiple 
measures,  and  what  criteria  should  be  used?  How  should  the  various  measures  be  weighted 
in  making  placement  decisions?  Without  appropriate  responses  to  these  issues,  multiple 
measures  may  not  lead  to  more  valid  decision-making. 
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C.       Assessment  for  Accountability: 

To  What  Extent  Should  LEP  Students  Be  Included? 

The  large-scale  assessment  programs  that  have  increased  over  recent  years  are  designed  to 
sen.'e  purposes  of  program  evaluat-  or  school /district  accountability.  In  these,  there  have 
been  serious  questions  raised  regarding  the  appropriateness  of  testing  for  LEP  students. 
There  is  first  of  all  a  concern  for  the  LEP  shidents,  who  are  being  required  to  take  a  test  for 
which  their  level  of  English  is  not  sufficient.  Yet,  it  may  not  be  any  more  beneficial  to  the 
students  to  be  tested  in  their  native  language  if  that  has  not  been  the  language  of  instruction. 

A  second  issue  concerns  the  LEP  students'  access  to  the  same  curriculum  received  by  non- 
LEP  students.  For  example,  instruction  received  by  LEP  shidents  may  be  slower  paced  or 
changed  in  other  ways  and  LEP  students  may  not  have  access  to  the  same  content  courses 
(Minicucci  and  Olsen,  1992).  If  the  curriculum  which  is  assumed  for  the  test  has  not  been 
received  by  the  LEP  students,  then  the  outcomes  obtained  for  LEP  students  will  not  provide 
for  valid  comparisons. 

As  a  third  issue,  there  are  criticisms  that  the  tests  are  not  fair  for  LEP  students  in  that  they 
are  culturally  biased  in  favor  of  mainstream,  middle  class  values  and  experiences.  This 
criticism  is  made  both  in  reference  to- test  item  content  and  to  the  struchire  of  the 
assessments  themselves  (e.g.,  the  use  of  timed  tests  in  which  shidents  must  understand  that 
their  best  performance  within  a  linuted  period  of  time  is  required). 

A  fourth  issue  concerns  the  legacy  of  misuse  of  testing  with  language  minority  populations 
(e.g.,  Hakuta,  1986).  Past  experiences  in  which  test  results  from  language  minority  shidents 
have  been  inappropriately  interpreted  has  generated  a  mistrust  of  large-scale  testing.  Thus, 
the  issue  of  inclusion  of  LEP  shidents  within  large-scale  testing  has  been  contiroversial.  At 
the  program  and  classroom  level,  in  particular,  educators  who  work  with  LEP  shidents  are 
concerned  that  inclusion  of  their  LEP  students  in  tests  will  not  benefit  the  shidents  and  may 
only  hurt  them  through  misinterpretation  of  the  test  results.  Thus  they  are  often  reluctant 
to  include  their  students. 

However,  exemption  or  exclusion  of  LEP  shidents  from  testing  is  not  the  answer  either.  If 
they  are  not  included  in  large-scale  testing,  then  LEP  shidents  drop  out  of  the  accountabiUty 
picture  completely.  If  LEP  shidents'  progress  is  not  followed,  then  instihitions  wiU  not  be 
held  responsible  for  the  shidents'  performance.  Particularly  if  there  is  interest  in  national 
measures  of  student  performance  to  inform  poUcy  at  the  broader  state  or  federal  levels,  LEP 
shidents  cannot  be  exempted  if  the  assessments  are  to  be  considered  as  vaUd  national 
indicators  of  shident  performance  levels.  If  LEP  shidents  are  included  in  large-scale 
assessments,  however,  there  are  further  issues  of  how  to  ensure  that  assessment  outcomes 
are  appropriately  reported  and  interpreted,  and  that  they  are  used  to  ultimately  benefit  LEP 
students. 
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Part  of  this  effort  requires  a  clearer  understanding  on  the  part  of  all-those  in  the  classrooms 
and  schools,  as  well  as  those  in  district,  state,  and  federal  offices-regarding  the  purposes  of 
specific  assessments  and  the  appropriate  forms  of  assessment  for  different  purposes.  These 
concerns  are  addressed  in  the  next  section. 
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III.  THE  PURPOSES  OF  ASSESSMENT 

Underlying  the  assessment  issues  presented  in  the  previous  section  are  certain  assumptions 
about  the  purposes  of  assessment.  It  is  broadly  acknowledged  that  there  are  multiple 
purposes  for  LEP  student  assessment,  but  what  is  less  likely  to  be  acknowledged  is  that  the 
types  of  assessment  used  for  one  purpose  may  not  be  useful  or  applicable  for  another 
purpose.  In  considering  the  value  of  assessment,  in  determining  the  appropriate  approach 
to  be  used  in  assessment,  and  in  designing  its  implementation,  the  purpose  or  purposes  of 
a  specific  assessment  should  be  of  central  importance.  If  the  purpose(s)  of  a  specific 
assessment  are  not  kept  clearly  in  mind,  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  assessment  will  not 
provide  the  type  of  information  needed. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  attempts  to  categorize  the  purposes  of  LEP  student 
assessment.  In  general  those  purposes  can  be  categorized  within  two  broad  categories:  (1) 
assessment  focused  on  individuals;  and  (2)  assessment  focused  on  groups.  In  order  to 
further  clarifv  the  role  of  purpose  in  this  discussion  of  assessment  of  LEP  students,  nine 
major  purposes  of  assessment  within  those  two  categories  are  defined.  The  purposes  are 
as  follows: 


Individual  ? 

1.  To  initially  determine  whether  a  student  is  LEP  -  Identification. 

2.  To  assign  a  student  to  appropriate  services  -  Placement. 

3.  To  determine  a  student's  language-specific  skills  and  weaknesses  Language 
Assessment. 

4.  To  regularly  determine  a  student's  academic  progress,  skills,  and  weaknesses 
relevant  to  the  content  curriculum    Academic  Assessment. 

5.  .To  review  a  student's  service  placement  -  Placement  Review. 

6.  To  review  a  student's  LEP  status  -  Exit. 


Group 

7.  To  assess  class  progress  relevant  to  the  curriculum  -  Instructional 
Assessment. 

8.  To  assess  the  effectiveness  of  particular  instructional  interventions  or 
programs  -  Program  Evaluation. 

9.  To  assess  student  achievement  levels  witliin  specific  schools  or  districts  - 
Accountability. 

There  are  diverse  audiences  for  information  h:om  assessment  designed  for  these  various 
purposes.  Assessments  for  the  purposes  of  identification,  placement,  placement  review,  and 
exit  primarily  serve  school  and  district  administrators.  Assessments  for  the  purposes  of 
language  assessment,  academic  assessment,  and  instructional  assessment  primarily  serve 
teachers.  Assessments  for  the  purposes  of  program  evaluation  and  accountability  primarily 
serve  education  policy-makers  at  local,  state,  and  federal  levels. 
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Many  analysts  would  suggest  that  Identification  and  Exit,  and  Placement  and  Placement 
Review  have  much  in  common,  and  thus  could  be  combined  in  this  Ci'.tegorization. 
Research  evidence  (e.g.,  Hopstock  et  al.,  1993)  suggests  that  different  methods  and 
procedures  are  used  to  address  these  purposes,  however,  and  thus  they  are  included 
separately  in  this  presentation. 

The  importance  of  recognizing  these  distinct  purposes  of  LEP  student  assessment  becomes 
obvious  when  the  characteristics  of  different  assessm.ents  are  described.  Listed  below  are 
some  characteristics  or  components  of  LEP  student  assessment  which  can  vary  across 
specific  individual  assessments,  depending  on  the  purposes. 


Content  Areas  Tested 

1.  Testing  of  English  language  proficiency. 

2.  Testing  of  native  language  proficiency. 

3.  Testing  of  achievement  in  academic  subjects 

Nature  of  English  Language  Proficiency  Testing 

4.  Testing  of  all  modalities  of  proficiency  (listerung,  speaking,  reading,  and 
writing). 

5.  Testing  of  academic  language  proficiency  vs.  basic  interpersonal  language 
skills. 

6.  Assessment  of  specific  language  skills  and  weaknesses. 
Nature  of  Native  Language  Proficiency  Testing 

•   7.       Testing  of  all  modalities  of  proficiency  (listening,  speaking,  reading,  and 
writing). 

8.  Testing  of  academic  language  proficiency  vs.  basic  interpersonal  language 
skills. 

9.  Assessment  of  specific  language  skills  and  weaknesses. 
Nature  of  Tests  of  Academic  Achievement 

10.  Relevance  of  testing  to  actual  >chool  curricula. 

11.  Standardization  of  testing  content  across  students/schools/districts. 

12.  Testing  of  higher  level  thinking  >kills  vs.  isolated  facts. 

13.  Testing  of  knowledge  and  skills  which  students  can  apply  to  their  lives. 

14.  Testing  requiring  student  products  (performance  tasks^  portfolios)  vs.  simple, 
stylized  responses  (e.g.,  multiple  choice  tests). 

15.  Testing  of  academic  achievement  in  English. 

16.  Testing  of  academic  achiever  int  in  the  native  language. 
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Test  Characteristics 


17.  Documented  reliability  and  validity  of  measurement. 

18.  Altemate  forms /versions  of  test  for  multiple  testing. 

19.  Limited  testing/ training  time  required. 

20.  Quick  feedback  on  testing  results  to  guide  instruction. 

In  Table  L  the  importance  of  these  various  characteristics /components  for  each  of  nine 
purposes  of  LEP  student  assessment  (individual  and  group)  is  rated.  The  ratings  are  made 
based  on  the  case  of  a  bilingual  education  program  in  which  LEP  students  are  receiving 
instruction  through  significant  use  of  their  native  language.  In  the  table,  each  characteristic 
of  assessment  is  rated  as  very  important  (V),  moderately  important  (M),  or  not  very 
important  (N)  for  each  of  the  assessment  purposes.  The  ratings  given  in  the  table  represent 
one  possible  consensus  (based  on  the  authors'  discussion);  the  specific  ratings  assigned  are 
certainly  arguable.  The  point  of  the  table,  however,  is  to  illustrate  that  the  importance  of 
characteristics  varies  across  assessment  purposes.  This  is  clearly  seen  by  reading  down  one 
column  for  any  one  rating  purpose  and  comparing  the  ratings  with  those  assigned  under 
another  column,  i.e.,  for  a  different  purpose.  It  is  clear  that  decisions  regarding  assessment 
can  be  very  different  when  the  purposes  jDf  the  assessment  vary. 

There  are  at  least  three  conclusions  which  should  be  drawn  from  the  table.  First,  researchers 
and  policy-makers  who  offer  suggestions  concerning  LEP  student  assessment  should  specify 
the  type  of  assessment  to  which  they  are  referring.  Suggestions  concerning  placement 
testing  may  have  limited  relevance  for  program  evaluation  or  accountabilty  purposes. 
Second,  individuals  designing  LEP  student  assessments  should  be  very  conscious  of  the 
purposes  of  those  assessments,  and  design  assessments  which  are  relevant  to  those  purposes. 
For  example,  if  quick  feedback  is  required  for  the  purpose  of  instructional  assessment,  a 
testing  program  without  ciunbersome  scoring  procedures  or  requiring  specially  trained 
raters  should  be  used.  Third,  if  a  particular  assessment  is  to  serve  more  than  one  purpose, 
the  tradeoffs  among  those  purposes  should  be  clearly  recogiuzed,  and  a  consciously  chosen 
compromise  should  be  made.  The  optimal  assessments  for  academic  assessment  are  not  the 
same  as  the  optimal  assessments  for  accountability,  so  if  both  purposes  must  be  addressed 
by  the  same  assessment,  the  tradeoffs  should  be  carefully  examined.  Thus,  for  example, 
assessments  relating  to  national  standards  may  be  intended  to  be  used  both  for  accountabilty 
and  academic  assessment  purposes.  In  the  absence  of  a  mandated  national  curriculum,  it 
is  unlikely  that  these  two  purposes  can  both  be  effectively  achieved  with  the  same 
assessment. 

A  second  and  highly  related  issue  which  must  be  considered  in  examining  any  assessment 
system  for  LEP  students  is  what  it  is  appropriate  to  test.  The  content  of  a  specific 
assessment  may  have  varying  relevance  or  appropriateness  for  students  based  on:  (1)  their 
language  skills  in  English  and  the  native  language;  (2)  the  instructional  program  which  they 
are  receiving  (both  in  terms  of  content  and  the  language(s)  of  instruction);  and  (3)  the 
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content  and  language  used  in  the  assessment.  An  assessment  which  may  be  appropriate  for 
one  student  may  be  highly  inappropriate  for  another  student  in  the  same  school.  Any 
assessment  system  must  recognize  this  complexity,  and  make  reasonable  compromises 
between  uniformity  of  assessment  and  appropriateness  of  methods. 

These  principles  or  cautions  should  be  kept  in  mind  as  basic  underpinnings  of  the  discussion 
of  assessment  instruments  and  practices  that  is  presented  in  the  remainder  of  this  paper. 
Indeed,  the  importance  of  considering  the  purpose  of  assessment  is  one  that  will  continue 
to  be  seen  in  the  discussions  to  follow. 

The  following  section  examines  the  nature  and  purpose  of  assessment  as  identified  within 
effective  programs,  specifically,  funded  exemplary  programs  for  LEP  students.  Then,  in  the 
next  two  sections,  the  most  frequently  used  standardized  achievement  tests  and  language 
proficiency  tests  are  examined  and  compared. 
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IV.  ASSESSMENT  PRACTICES  ASSOCIATED  WITH  SUCCESSFUL  PROGRAMS 

This  chapter  addresses  the  issue  of  vvhether  there  are  particular  assessment  practices  which 
were  associated  with  successful  instructional  programs  for  LEP  students.  A  review  of  the 
literature  did  not  find  any  research  or  research  summaries  which  were  specifically  devoted 
to  this  question.  A  number  of  sources  (e.g.,  Council  of  Chief  State  School  Officers,  1992) 
suggested  guidelines  for  LEP  assessment,  but  none  of  them  empirically  related  those 
guidelines  to  effective  programs. 

One  research  study  which  examined  prograins  that  had  been  nominated  as  best 
implementers  of  specific  program  models  in  California  (Gandara  &  Merino,  1993)  did  report 
on  the  availability  of  test  data  on  students  in  those  programs.  The  general  finding  of  that 
study  was  that  longitudinal  test  data  for  the  purpose  of  program  evaluation  were  frequently 
not  available  for  analysis.  The  reasons  for  the  lack  of  such  data  included  mobility  of 
students,  changes  in  tests  used,  and  absence  during  testing  periods.  This  study,  however, 
provided  only  very  limited  information  on  the  overall  assessment  approach  of  the  programs 
studied. 

In  order  to  gain  further  insight  into  this  question,  the  applications  from  nine  first  year  Title 
VII  Academic  Excellence  projects  funded  in  1993  were  reviewed.  These  projects  were 
selected  for  funding  based  both  on  the  educational  sigruficance  and  demonstrated 
effectiveness  of  the  program  and  on  the  strength  of  the  dissemination  plan.  In  order  to  be 
funded,  the  program  needed  to  be  recognized  as  exemplary  either  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Education  or  by  the  relevant  state  education  agency. 

Tl-ie  review  indicated  that  for  the  purpose  of  program  evaluation,  all  of  the  projects  had 
collected  detailed  test  data  to  document  their  claims  of  effectiveness.  In  most  cases  this 
involved  pre-  and  post-scores  from  the  same  students,  and  comparisons  of  those  scores  with 
national  norms.  In  addition,  all  projects  required  adopting  sites  to  provide  similar  test  data 
in  order  to  document  effectiveness  at  non-model  sites.  The  presence  of  these  assessment 
elements  was  a  requirement  for  participation  in  the  Academic  Excellence  program,  and  thus 
were  not  necessarily  considered  to  be  component  parts  of  the  project  "model." 

Only  one  of  the  projects  which  were  reviewed  identified  LEP  student  assessment  as  a 
distinct  "key"  component  of  the  project  which  was  to  be  disseminated.  A  project  designed 
to  identify  and  serve  gifted  and  talented  LEP  students  had  student  identification  as  a  key 
component,  and  included  new  and  adapted  measures  to  be  used  for  identification.  In 
addition,  a  few  projects  included  assessment  instruments  as  part  of  their  delivery  system  for 
instruction.  For  example,  a  project  for  kindergarten  students  included  a  "daily  observation 
card"  for  each  student  for  the  purpose  of  recording  progress  toward  instructional  objectives. 
A  project  to  improve  writing  instruction  for  LEP  students  in  grades  4-12  included  a  newly 
developed  computerized  inventory  to  assess  the  development  of  writing  skills. 

What  the  review  suggests  is  that  LEP  student  assessment  is  typically  thought  of  as  an  issue 
which  is  separate  from  that  of  effective  instruction.  It  is  likely  that  all  of  the  projects  had 
systems  for  identification,  placement,  language  assessment,  etc.  of  their  LEP  students,  but 
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the  only  assessment  approaches  which  were  described  in  detail  were  those  which  were 
required  for  purpose  of  program  evaluation.  If  effective  instruction  and  assessment  are 
typically  thought  of  as  separate  issues,  this  may  suggest  that  additional  attention  should  be 
paid  to  using  assessment  for  instructional  improvement  purposes. 

The  review  also  highlights  the  importance  of  recognizing  the  different  purposes  of  LEP 
student  assessment,  and  designing  an  assessment  system  which  meets  those  various 
purposes.  The  Academic  Excellence  program  has  specifically  emphasized  the  program 
evaluation  purpose,  but  other  purposes  might  also  be  the  focus  of  attention. 
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V.  A  REVIEW  OF  ENGLISH  LANGUAGE  PROHCIENCY  TESTS 


Administration  of  a  language  proficiency  test  in  English  is  the  most  common  method  used 
to  determine  whether  a  student  is  limited  English  proficient  (Hopstock,  Bucaro,  Fleischman, 
Zehler,  and  Eu,  1993).  Eighty-three  percent  of  school  districts  with  LEP  students  were  found 
to  use  this  method,  either  alone  or  in  combination  with  other  techniques.  Similarly,  English 
proficiency  tests  are  used  by  64  percent  of  school  districts  for  assigning  LEP  students  to 
specific  instructional  services  in  schools,  and  by  74  percent  of  school  districts  for 
reclassifying  students  from  LEP  status. 

The  English  proficiency  tests  most  frequently  used  to  identify,  assign,  and  reclassify  LEP 
students  are  the  Language  Asssessment  Scales  (LAS),  the  Idea  Proficiency  Test  (IPT)/the 
Maculaitis  Assessment  Program  (MAC),  the  Bilingual  Syntax  Measure  (BSM),  the  Peabody 
Picture  Vocabulary  Test  (PPVT),  and  the  Language  Assessment  Battery  (LAB)  (Hopstock,  et 
al,  1993).  Locally  developed  tests  are  also  frequently  used.  Often  these  tests  are  used  in 
conjunction  with  information  from  other  sources  in  making  a  decision  about  a  student; 
however,  especially  in  initial  identification  and  placement,  the  English  language  proficiency 
test  is  a  key  factor. 

These  six  most  frequently  used  English  language  proficiency  tests  therefore  were  reviewed 
for  the  purposes  of  this  report.  These  tests  were  compared  for  the  theoretical  bases 
underlying  their  construction,  and  for  the  content  and  technical  qualities  of  the  tests. 

A.       Examination  and  Comparison  of  the  Language  Proficiency  Tests 

For  the  purposes  of  this  report,  we  compared  the  test  content  and  the  nature  of  the  items 
used  for  the  six  tests.  In  making  these  comparisons,  where  different  levels /versions  of  a  test 
were  available,  the  version  or  level  most  appropriate  for  a  third  grade  student  was  selected 
for  this  review.  The  specific  tests  reviewed  were: 

■  Idea  Proficiency  Test-I 

■  Language  Assessment  Scales  IC  (Oral) 

■  Language  Assessment  Battery  HA 

■  Bilingual  Syntax  Measure  II 

■  Maculaitis  Assessment  Program,  Level  2-3 

■  Peabody  Picture  Vocabulary  Test-Revised. 

1,       Examination  and  comparison  of  item  content  and  structure. 

Table  2  presents  a  comparison  in  matrix  form  of  the  items  presented  in  each  test, 
includiag  the  specific  content  of  the  item  and  the  type  of  skills  assessed.  Each  item 
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on  all  six  tests  has  been  categorized  according  to  the  nature  of  the  skills  required  to 
complete  the  item.  These  categorizations  of  the  different  skills  tested  are  based  on 
our  overall  examination  of  the  test  items;  they  do  not  necessarily  reflect  the  ordering 
or  categorization  presented  in  the  tests. 

The  five  categories  presented  in  the  table  are:  receptive  skills  (e.g.,  comprehension, 
discriminating  sounds);  oral  production  skills  (e.g.,  producing  words,  sentences, 
phonemes  either  on  the  basis  of  nonlinguistic  prompts  or  as  repetition  of  a  given 
prompt);  combined  receptive  and  production  skills  (e.g.,  items  that  require  a  student 
to  understand  a  question  or  prompt  and  to  produce  an  oral  response);  receptive  and 
reading  (e.g.,  the  student  listens  to  the  item  but  reads  and  marks  the  correct  answer); 
and  reading  only. 

Some  of  the  tests  include  a  large  number  of  items  using  a  very  limited  number  of 
elicitation  techniques,  while  others  consist  of  a  few  items  each  for  a  variety  of 
techniques.  The  content  comparison  of  the  six  language  proficient  f-ests  showed  that 
the  tests  differ  considerably  in  types  of  tasks  and  specific  item  content.  Even  where 
two  tests  appear  to  require  the  same  type  of  response  and  sinular  item  content,  the 
scoring  criteria  may  focus  on  totally  separate  aspects  of  the  response.  As  a  result,  the 
items  are  actually  assessing  totally  different  skills. 

As  can  be  seen  in  Table  2,  with  the  exception  of  the  PPVT-R,  the  tests  elicit  oral 
production,  for  part  or  all  of  the  responses.  Many  of  the  items  require  oral 
production  in  the  form  of  naming.  In  the  IPT  I  (10  percent  of  the  items)  and  the  LAS 
IC  (15  percent  of  the  items)  the  student  is  asked  to  name  a  referent,  activity  or  other 
aspect  of  a  picture  presented  in  the  test.  The  MAC  test  has  total  of  40  items  eliciting 
the  name  of  a  color,  shape,  or  number.  None  of  the  other  tests  focuses  specifically 
on  these  skills  (although  the  PPVT  includes  items  that  refer  to  attributes). 

Six  percent  of  items  on  the  IPT-I  are  scored  based  on  word  order  while  35  percent 
of  tlie  items  on  the  LAS  IC  require  correct  repetition  of  phonemes.  Both  the  IPT  and 
the  LAS  include  items  on  discrimination  among  minimal  pairs.  On  the  LAS,  these 
are  35  percent  of  the  total  items,  while  on  the  IPT  they  are  11  percent.  One  other 
common  elicitation  techruque  used  by  the  tests  (e.g.,  IPT,  LAB,  and  MAC)  is  open- 
ended  responses  to  questions.  Each  question  that  is  presented  refers  to  a  different 
topic;  they  do  not  utilize  a  consistent  discourse  theme  or  context  across  a  series  of 
questions.  The  IPT-I  contains  the  greatest  number  of  this  type  of  item  format. 

Items  within  the  mixed  category  of  'oral  receptive  and  reading  productive"  are  found 
in  the  LAB  only.  The  LAB  listening  subtest  has  students  respond  to'an  oral  item 
followed  by  the  presentation  of  a  set  of  oral  responses.  However,  to  respond,  the 
students  read  responses  and  mark  the  appropriate  one  in  the  test  booklet.  Finally, 
of  the  six  tests  examined,  only  the  LAB  II  and  the  MAC  2-3  included  items 
categorized  as  reading  skiU  items  only. 
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2.       Test  Administration  Procedures 


Table  3  presents  an  additional  example  of  the  differences  among  the  tests  in  their 
approach  to  assessing  language  proficiency.  In  this  table,  some  key  features  of  the 
administrative  procedures  of  the  tests  are  compared.  The  comparison  shows  that  the 
tests  differ  in  tiie  grade  level  ranges  for  which  they  were  designed.  They  also  differ 
in  whether  there  are  specific  time  limits,  in  use  of  audiotaped  information  (either  as 
prompts  to  elicit  responses  or  as  a  record  of  the  student's  responses),  and  whether 
the  test  length  is  fixed  versus  determined  by  the  student's  responses.  In  addition,  the 
tests  vary  in  the  procedures  for  recording  responses  and  in  the  person  doing  the 
recording  (examiner  or  student). 

Differences  among  the  tests  in  administration  procedures  demonstrate  that  it  is 
equally  important  to  note  the  format  and  procedures  involved  in  presenting  the  test 
to  a  student  as  to  examine  the  content  of  the  items.  For  example,  if  it  is  optional  to 
use  the  taped  stimuli,  then  persons  who  administer  the  test  within  a  district  should 
decide  to  select  a  consistent  option.  Similarly,  consistent  decisions  should  be  made 
regarding  taping  of  students'  responses. 

Other  aspects  related  to  the  administration  of  the  tests  include  how  responses  are 
recorded.  For  example,  in  the  LAS  only  incorrect  responses  are  noted;  this  leaves 
open  the  possiblity  that  the  student  will  note  the  pattern  and  become  intimidated  by 
the  examiner's  markings.  In  the  BSM,  the  examiner  is  to  write  dovm  the  student's 
full  response.  Beyond  concern  for  how  naturalistic  a  question  and  answer  sequence 
can  be  under  these  circumstances,  there  is  a  concern  for  how  accurately  the  examiner 
can  record  these  responses.  On  the  other  hand,  if  students  are  to  record  their 
responses  using  answer  sheets  (as  on  the  LAB,  MAC),  then  additional  test-taking 
skills  are  brought  into  play  for  the  students  in  the  assessment. 

In  some  cases,  the  oral  instructions  given  to  the  student  prior  to  the  actual  item  are 
more  complex  in  language  than  the  actual  test  items.  This  gives  rise  to  the  possibility 
that  a  student  may  misunderstand  the  instructions  (or  become  flustered  by  not 
understanding  them)  and  therefore  miss  the  far  simpler  test  item. 

B.       Theoretical  Bases  of  the  Tests 

The  language  proficiency  tests  were  each  developed  out  of  a  current  prevailing  view  of 
language  acquisition  processes.  There  is  only  a  limited  amount  of  overlap  in  the  way  in 
which  language  proficiency  is  defined  and  in  the  underlying  approach  to  assessment  of 
language  proficiency  or  acquisition.  Thus,  each  of  the  six  represents  a  different 
conceptualization  of  the  best  means  of  identifying  the  level  of  proficiency  of  a  LEP  student. 

In  terms  of  current  theoretical  views  of  language  proficiency  and  language  acquistion,  the 
Peabody  Picture  Vocabulary  Test  (PPVT-R)  presents  the  most  limited  approach  to  assessment 
of  language  proficiency,  especially  oral  proficiency.  This  test  was  originally  developed  much 
earlier  than  the  other  tests  and  prior  to  much  of  the  basic  research  on  first  and  second 
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language  acquisition  processes.  It  reflects  the  viewpoint  that  acquisition  is  measured  in 
terms  of  amount  of  vocabulary.  (In  fact,  the  earliest  studies  of  child  language  acquisition 
involved  word  counts).  In  contrast  to  the  approach  taken  in  the  PPVT-R,  current  views  of 
language  proficiency  emphasize  that  language  is  an  integrative  skill,  involving  the  abilitv' 
to  communicate  effectively  as  a  listener  and  speaker  within  actual  language  use  situations. 

The  other  five  frequently  used  language  proficiency  tests  reflect  more  recent  views  of 
language  proficiency.  In  these,  too,  some  of  the  historical  development  in  the  fields  of  first 
and  second  language  acquisition  research  can  be  seen.  For  example,  the  Bilingual  Syntax 
Measure  was  developed  primarily  on  the  basis  of  findings  from  first  language  acquisition 
research.    In  this  research,  sequences  of  acquisition  of  grammatical  morphemes  were 
identified  (e.g..  Brown,  1973)  as  occurring  consistently  across  a  number  of  children  learning 
English  as  their  first  language.   The  common  sequences  observed  across  learners  were 
interpreted  as  due  to  the  operation  of  universal  principles  in  language  acquisition.  Thus, 
the  argument  was  made  that  the  same  universal  principles  could  be  applied  to  the  second 
language  learning  of  English  by  speakers  of  other  languages  (especially  children).  The 
Bilingual  Syntax  Measure  was  developed  on  the  basis  of  this  hypothesis  that  there  is  a 
consistent  acquisition  sequence  of  grammatical  elements  that  can  be  used  to  assess  level  of 
acquisition.    The  test  is  designed  to  determine  the  level  of  proficiency  based  on  the 
acquisition  of  specific  syntactic  forms  For  which  a  hierarchy  of  acquisition  has  been 
determined.  The  focus  of  the  test,  therefore,  in  both  the  item  content  and  in  the  scoring 
guidelines  is  on  syntactic  competence.  It  differs  from  current  views  of  language  acquisition 
in  this  focus  on  syntax  alone. 

The  technical  description  of  the  IPT-I  also  refers  to  first  language  acquisition.  In  the  IPT,  the 
sequence  defined  is  a  broader,  developmental  progression  firom  babbling  to  echolalia,  lo 
telegraphic  speech,  to  syntax.  However,  first  language  learners  of  any  language  generally 
move  beyond  two-word  or  three-word  speech  (the  "telegraphic"  stage  referred  to)  at  about 
age  2  or  3.  The  IPT-I  assesses  children  firom  grades  K-8.  Thus,  the  test  covers  the  period 
of  "syntax"  development;  there  is  no  specific  definition  of  the  approach  to  assessment  of 
language  proficiency  provided.  Beyond  the  developmental  outline  of  early  language 
development,  the  IPT  refers  to  the  interaction  of  the  child  with  the  environment  as  a  source 
of  further  language  acquisition. 

The  MAC  materials  refer  to  a  notional-fiinctional  approach  to  language  proficiency;  that  is, 
the  test  is  designed  to  emphasize  "the  vocabulary  and  structures  needed  by  the  language 
learner  to  respond  appropriately  in  specific  sitiiations"  (Examiner's  Manual,  p.3).  Thus  this 
implies  an  emphasis  on  contextiialized  use  of  language,  within  specific  types  of  situations. 

The  LAB  defines  language  proficiency  in  terms  of  communicative  competence,  i.e.,  as  "the 
ability  to  receive  and  convey  information  through  the  use  of  oral  and  written  language ' 
(Abbott,  1985).  Language  proficiency  is  viewed  as  comprised  of  an  underlying  single 
unitarv  factor  as  well  as  some  specific  components  that  are  unique  to  certain  aspects  of 
proficiency.  For  this  reason,  the  approach  to  development  of  the  LAB  included  assessment 
of  separate  components  of  listening,  reading,  writing,  and  speaking.  The  LAB  is  described 
as  designed  to  assess  language  as  an  "integrative"  skill  (Oiler,  1979)  and  to  assess 
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proficiency,  especially  as  related  to  the  New  York  City  curriculum. 


The  LAS  obtains  a  measure  of  oral  language  proficiency  skills  that  would  be  needed  in  order 
to  function  effectively  within  an  all-English  mainstream  classroom.  The  theoretical  source 
of  the  LAS  includes  Cummin's  distinction  between  decontextualized,  academic  language  use 
and  social,  everyday,  contextualized  language  use.  The  objective  is  to  focus  more  on 
defining  proficiency  in  terms  of  ability  to  function  in  classroom  instruction  where  academic 
language  proficiency  is  needed. 

The  six  language  proficiency  assessment  measures  thus  represent  distinct  approaches  to 
definition  of  language  proficiency,  reflecting  different  theoretical  emphases  prevalent  at  the 
time  of  their  development. 

C.       Issues  Related  to  Validity  and  Reliability 

The  language  proficiency  tests  reviewed  for  this  report  were  also  exanuned  in  terms  of  their 
validity  as  measures  of  proficiency  and  reliability  in  terms  of  the  consistency  in  scores 
obtained.  As  already  noted  in  some  of  the  discussion  above,  the  tests  vary  in  the  extent  to 
which  they  provide  a  clear  definition  of  the  construct  being  assessed.  Even  when  a  clear 
rationale  and  description  of  the  nature  of  language  proficiency  is  provided,  it  may  not  fulfill 
all  of  the  criteria  that  a  teacher  or  researcher  would  require  for  language  proficiency 
assessment.  For  example,  in  the  PPVT-R,  the  measure  of  language  ability  is  vocabulary 
comprehension,  assessed  by  means  of  a  student  identifying  the  picture  that  corresponds  to 
the  object,  attribute,  or  action  given  by  the  examiner.  The  test  therefore  involves  only  word 
comprehension  and  recognition  skills,  and  does  not  require  any  oral  production  from  the 
student.  For  this  reason,  the  validity  of  the  test  as  a  measure  of  language  proficiency,  such 
as  would  be  needed  to  communicate  and  discuss  in  the  classroom,  is  weak. 

Similarly,  with  regard  to  the  BSM,  it  might  be  argued  that  the  focus  on  syntax  alone 
weakens  the  test's  validity  as  a  measure  of  oral  proficiency  over  a  range  of  uses  and 
contexts.  Thus,  even  though  the  BSM  offers  a  research  basis  for  the  sequences  assumed  in 
item  construction  and  scoring,  the  nature  of  language  proficiency  tested  does  not  reflect  a 
broad  range  of  skills,  that  would  be  related  to  commuiucative  competence  in  classroom  and 
other  discourse  situations.  The  MAC,  LAS,  LAB,  and  IPT  do  utilize  broader  ranges  of 
language  skills  to  assess  language  proftciency.  The  LAB  and  MAC  include  items  that  tap 
literacy  skills  as  well  as  oral  proficiency  skills.  (The  LAS-Oral  but  not  the  LAS-Literacy  was 
included  in  this  review;  the  LAS-Literacy  was  not  among  those  instruments  identified  as 
most  frequently  used  for  identification  and  placement).  Even  these  assessment  ii\struments, 
however,  do  not  fully  assess  a  student's  ability  to  communicate  meaningfully  within  actual 
discourse  contexts,  since  they  include  items  that  predominantly  test  individual  discrete 
language  skills. 

For  several  of  the  tests  included  in  this  review,  past  reviewers  of  the  language  proficiency 
tests  have  noted  concerns  wiJLh  reliability  and /or  validity  of  the  tests,  the  adequacy  of  the 
scoring  directions,  the  linut'ed  populations  on  which  test  norms  are  based,  a.^d  the 
availability  of  the  conditions  needed  for  administration  of  the  measures.  Reviews  of  the 
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tests  over  the  past  several  years  have  frequently  noted  such  concerns  regarding  several  of 
the  tests  and  have  reconrunended  caution  in  their  use  in  making  educational  decisions  (e.g., 
BSM,  LAS  (and  three  other  tests):  Gillmore  and  Dickerson,  1979;  BSM:  Rosansky,  1979, 
Cziko,  1987;  Hayes-Brown,  1987;  Oiler,  1976;  IPT:  McCoUum,  1983, 1987;  Rivera  and  Zehler, 
1987;  LAS:  Haber,  1985).  This  caution  is  supported  by  other  research  showing  that  the  tests 
do  not  agree  in  how  they  identify  NEP/LEP/FEP  (e.g.,  Ulibarri,  Spencer,  and  Rivas,  1981; 
Gillnnore  and  Dickerson,  1979).  In  addition,  those  who  use  the  tests  should  be  aware  of  the 
groups  used  to  develop  test  norms.  For  example,  the  LAB  is  based  on  Xew  York  City 
students  only  and  the  norms  are  therefore  limited  in  generalizability  to  other  sites. 

Considering  the  problems  noted  by  several  reviewers  of  the  tests,  the  question  that  arises 
is  why  there  has  not  been  a  greater  debate  about  the  nature  and  use  of  language  proficiency 
tests  (paralleling  the  concerr  regarding  achievement  tests  described  later  in  this  paper).  One 
explanation  may  be  that  t..^  language  proficiency  tests  generally  have  not  been  used  for 
large-scale  accountability  purposes.  The  tests  have  been  used  to  support  decision-making 
for  the  purposes  of  identification,  placement,  and  reclassification,  typically  in  conjunction 
with  other  sources  of  information.  Of  the  tests  that  are  currently  available,  the  Council  of 
Chief  State  School  Officers  (CCSSO,  1992)  have  identified  the  LAS,  LAB,  .md  MAC  as  most 
closely  meeting  requirements  stated  iri  their  recommendations  on  assessment  of  LEP 
students  for  these  purposes  (although  th^y  do  not  recommend  use  of  these  in  isolation). 

For  reclassification  purposes  in  the  future,  however,  it  will  be  increasingly  important  to 
assess  LEP  students'  ability  to  conununicate  and  participate  meaningfully  in  the  discourse- 
rich,  hands-on  classroom  interactions  defined  by  current  instructional  reform  efforts. 
Assessment  of  language  proficiency  for  these  purposes  will  thus  require  the  development 
of  contextuali2ed  or  authentic  language  tasks,  or  guidelines  for  more  direct  measures  of 
commuiucative  ability.  The  development  of  such  assessments  would  more  fully  reflect 
current  definitions  of  language  proficiency. 
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VI.  A  REVIEW  OF  MOST  FREQUENTLY  USED 
STANDARDIZED  ACHIEVEMENT  TESTS 


According  to  Hopstock,  Bucaro,  Fleischman,  Zehler,  and  Eu  (1993),  achievement  tests  in 
English  are  frequently  used  by  school  districts  and  schools  to  help  identify  LEP  students, 
assign  them  to  school  services,  and  reclassify  them  from  LEP  stahis.  Specifically,  52%  of 
school  districts  and  schools  across  the  country  use  achievement  tests  in  English  to  help 
identify  LEP  shidents.  Approximately  40%  of  districts  and  schools  use  achievement  tests 
to  help  assign  LEP  students  to  specific  instructional  services  within  a  school,  and  over  70% 
of  districts  and  schools  use  achievement  tests  to  help  reclassify  students  from  LEP  status. 
In  general,  the  more  LEP  students  a  district  has,  the  more  likely  it  is  that  achievement  tests 
in  English  will  be  used  to  make  these  important  decisions.  Hopstock  et  al.  (1993)  report  that 
the  achievement  test  batteries  most  frequently  used  by  school  districts  for  these  purposes  are 
the  Iowa  Test  of  Basic  Skills  (ITBS),  Stanford  Achievement  Test  (SAT),  Comprehensive  Test 
of  Basic  Skills  (CTBS),  California  Achievement  Test  (CAT),  and  the  MetropoUtan 
Achievement  Test  (MAT). 

All  five  achievement  tests  were  designed  to  measure  the  learning  outcomes  of  school 
curricula  in  the  areas  of  reading,  language  arts,  math,  science,  and  social  studies.  The 
publishers  of  the  tests  state  that  this  objective  was  accomplished  by  reviews  of  major 
textbook  series;  samples  of  curriculum  materials  and  syllabi  and  the  National  Council  of 
Teachers  of  Mathematics  (MCTM)  Standards;  and  inputs  from  nationally  recognized  leaders 
in  education  concenung  currents  and  emerging  curriculum  trends  across  the  country.  All 
five  tests  are  designed  to  be  administered  in  group  settings,  usually  by  classroom  teachers, 
using  standardized  procedures.  The  exact  instructions  to  be  read  to  the  students  are  printed 
in  administration  manuals,  and  students  respond  to  multiple  choice-style  iten^  directly  in 
the  test  booklet  or  on  separate  answer  sheets. 

The  technical  manuals  do  not  discuss  the  appropriateness  or  inappropriateness  of  the  tests 
for  LEP  students.  In  general,  LEP  students  do  not  appear  to  be  included  in  the  groups  on 
which  the  tests  were  normed.  The  CAT  and  CTBS,  however,  did  report  the  percentage  of 
students  in  the  norm  groups  of  schools  who  came  from  "homes  in  which  a  language  other 
than  EngUsh  is  spoken  most  of  the  time."  The  percentages  of  such  students  were  8.2%  for 
the  CAT  and  10.0%  for  the  CTBS.  The  percentage  of  these  students  who  were  LEP  and  were 
included  in  the  standardization  samples  were  not  discussed.  Small  percentages  of  LEP 
students  were  included  iii  the  ITBS  standardization  sample,  ranging  from  a  high  of  1.5%  m 
Grade  6  to  a  low  of  0.3%  in  Grade  12.  Shidents  enroUed  in  bilingual  or  ESL  programs 
ranged  from  1.7%  of  the  ITBS  national  standardization  sample  in  Grade  3  to  0.5%  in  Grades 
9, 10,  and  12.  No  mention  of  LEP  students  being  included  in  standardization  samples  was 
made  in  the  SAT  and  MAT  technical  manuals. 
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The  five  achievement  test  batteries  were  reviewed  ir\  order  to  examine  and  compare  the 
skills  tested  on  each.  Since  each  battery  contains  different  sub-tests  and  levels  for  grades  K- 
12,  it  was  decided  to  confine  the  reviews  to  the  level  appropriate  for  the  second  half  of 
grade  3.  The  editions,  forms,  and  levels  of  the  test  batteries  which  were  included  in  the 
reviews  are  as  follows: 

SAT,  Eighth  Edition,  1992,  Form  L,  Primary  3; 

MAT,  Seventh  Edition,  1993,  Form  S,  Elementary  1; 

CAT,  Fifth  Edition,  1992,  Form  A,  Level  14; 

CTBS,  Fourth  Edition,  1989,  Form  A,  Level  14;  and 

ITBS,  1993,  Form  K,  Level  9. 

Table  4  shows  the  number  of  items  and  names  of  the  sub-test  in  which  the  items  are  found 
within  each  of  the  five  test  batteries  for  specific  tasks/skills  in  reading,  math,  language, 
study  skills,  listening,  science  and  social  science.  A  comparison  of  the  similarities  and 
differences  in  the  tasks/skills  found  across  the  five  batteries  may  be  foimd  below. 

Reading 

■  All  test  batteries  include  significant  numbers  of  reading  comprehension  items. 

■  Tb.e  SAT  and  ITBS  include  more  items  calling  for  the  identification  of 
s>T\onyms  than  do  the  other  test  batteries.  On  the  other  hand,  the  MAT,  CAT, 
and  CTBS  include  items  calling  for  identification  of  opposites,  while  the  SAT 
and  the  ITBS  do  not. 

■  Ti^e  SAT  includes  items  calling  for  "word  study"  skills  such  as  dividing  words 
into  syllables  and  identifying  letter-soimd  correspondence.  None  of  the  other 
test  batteries  include  such  items. 

■  The  SAT  includes  items  concerning  words  with  multiple  meanings.  The  other 
tests  do  not  include  such  items. 

■  The  MAT,  CAT,  and  CTBS  include  items  calling  for  choosing  words  to 
properly  complete  a  sentence.  The  SAT  and  ITBS  do  not  include  such  items. 

■  The  CAT  and  CTBS  include  itenis  which  require  identifying  the  meanii\g  of 
prefixes  and  suffixes,  and  the  identification  of  modem  English  words  from 
non-English  words;  the  others  do  not. 
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Math 


u  All  test  batteries  include  significant  numbers  of  items  calling  for  the  addition, 
subtraction,  multiplication  and  division  of  whole  numbers. 

m  Only  the  CAT  and  CTBS  have  items  involving  addition  and  subtraction  of 
fractions  and  decimals.  However,  all  test  batteries  include  itenis  concerning 
the  understanding  of  the  meardng  of  fractions. 

■  All  test  batteries  include  items  involving  numerical  word  problems  and  the 
interpretation  of  tables  and  graphs. 

■  All  test  batteries  include  items  involving  principles  of  geometry. 
Language 

■  All  batteries  contain  items  concerning  the  spelling  of  words. 

■  All  batteries  contain  items  concerning  correct  capitalisation,  punctuation,  and 
usage. 

■  All  batteries  contain  iten\s  concerning  identification  of  complete  and  correct 
sentences.  Except  for  the  ITBS,  the  batteries  contain  items  calling  for  correctly 
joining  two  sentences  and /or  rewriting  sentences  correctly. 

■  The  CAT,  CTBS,  and  ITBS  include  items  which  call  for  an  understanding  of 
paragraphs  and  how  to  use  sentences  within  paragraphs.  The  SAT  and  MAT 
do  not  include  such  items. 

Study  Skills 

■  All  test  batteries  include  items  calling  for  the  identification  of  appropriate 
referer  :e  materials,  and  identifying  information  from  tables  of  contents, 
indices,  dictionaries,  and  encyclopedias. 

■  The  SAT  and  FTBS  include  items  on  alphabetic  ordering  of  words.  The  MAT 
has  only  one  such  item;  the  CAT  and  CTBS  do  not  have  any. 

Listening 

■  Only  the  SAT  has  items  involving  listeriing.  These  items  include  identifying 
synonyms  from  key  words  in  sentences  read  aloud  by  the  teacher,  and 
answering  questions  about  a  paragraph  read  aloud  by  the  teacher. 
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Science /Social  Science 

■  All  test  batteries  include  items  concerning  science  and  social  science  facts  and 
interpretation. 

.    ■        All  test  batteries  include  items  calling  for  interpretation  of  tables  and  graphs. 

■  All  test  batteries  include  items  on  map  reading. 


As  these  comparisons  show,  there  is  considerable  overiap  among  the  tests  in  the  types  of 
skills  assessed.  Some  differences  emerge,  however,  and  have  impUcations  for  selecting 
assessment  instruments.  Comparisons  among  tests  are  important  for  administrators  and 
assessment  specialists  to  carry  out  to  determine  the  degree  of  match  between  the  mstruction 
received  by  students  aixd  the  skills  required  by  the  tests. 
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VII.  ISSUES  IN  THE  USE  OF  STANDARDIZED  TESTS 
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Over  approximately  the  past  forty  years,  there  has  been  an  increasmg  use  of  standardized 
testing  (especially  standardized  academic  achievement  tests),  and  an  expansion  in  the 
purposes  for  which  tests  are  administered  (Haney  and  Madaus,  1989).  As  the  quantity  of 
testing  has  grown,  however,  there  has  also  been  an  increasing  dissatisfaction  with  several 
aspects  of  the  tests  and  their  uses  (Geisinger,  1992;  Gandara  and  Merino,  1993;  Haney  and 
Vladaus,  1989;  Mehrens,  1992;  Shepard,  1989).  Many  of  these  concerns  have  been  voiced 
regarding  the  use  of  the  tests  with  the  general  population  of  students.  However,  the  same 
issues  apply  to  the  use  of  the  standardized  tests  with  language  minority  and  LEP  students, 
and  have  perhaps  even  greater  implications  for  these  students. 

A.       Criticisms  of  Standardized  Achievement  Tests 

Arguments  against  the  use  of  standardized  achievement  tests  have  addressed  effects  of  the 
tests  on  instruction,  on  selection  and  placement,  and  on  the  uses  of  test  results  for 
accountability  purposes  (Darling-Hammond,  1994;  Haney  and  Madaus,  1989;  Milk,  1993; 
Shepard,  1989;  Worthen,  1993).  They  have  also  related  to  the  appropriateness  of  the 
instruments  for  LEP  students  based  on  language  and  cultural  considerations.  The  specific 
criticisms  related  to  the  use  of  standardised  tests  are  presented  below. 

1.  Tests  focus  on  lower  order  skills  and  lead  to  narrowing  of  the  curriculunL 

Standardized  tests  are  most  often  multiple-choice  tests.  While  this  format  does  not 
preclude  items  that  can  tap  use  of  higher  order  skills,  most  often  the  types  of  skills 
that  are  required  are  lower-order  skills  such  as  recognition  of  a  correct  response  (as 
opposed  to  higher  order  tasks,  e.g.,  tasks  that  require  application  of  knowledge  to 
solve  a  problem).  Since  current  research  emphasizes  the  importance  of  promoting 
higher  order  thinking  skills,  the  standardized  multiple  choice  tests  are  criticized  for 
their  failure  to  assess  these  critical  cogrutive  skills.  The  argument  is  made  further 
that;  given  their  focus  on  lower  order  skills,  the  tests  provide  a  poor  indication  of  a 
student's  true  level  of  understanding  of  the  content  being  tested. 

A  closely  related  criticism  of  the  use  of  standardized  tests  is  based  on  the  unintended 
outcomes  of  the  tests.  Particularly  when  there  are  high  stakes  attached  to  the  results 
of  tests,  teachers  tend  to  "teach  to  the  test".  That  is,  teachers  begin  to  teach  to  the  test 
in  order  to  prepare  students  (Meisels,  1989;  Milk,  1993;  Shepard,  1989;  Shohamy, 
1993).  As  a  consequence,  what  is  taught  to  students  takes  on  the  same  emphasis  on 
lower-order,  rote  skills  as  is  present  in  the  test,  and  time  for  other  instruction  is  lost 
to  test  preparation  (Darling-Hammond,  1994). 

2.  Test  results  are  used  to  make  inappropriate  placemerts  and  decisions 
concerning  LEP  students. 

Tests  are  also  used  to  determine  students'  eligibility  for  special  programs,  and  to 
identify  competence  in  skills  required  for  promotion  or  graduation.  These  are  also 
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"high-stakes"  testing  puq:)Oses  in  that  performance  on  the  test  determines  future 
prospects  for  the  student  (Madaus,  1989,  cited  in  Sosa,  1990).  Assessment  outcomes 
may  limit  the  students'  potential  to  achieve  at  high  levels.  For  example,  when 
students  are  placed  within  lower  instructional  tracks,  the  instructional  content  they 
receive,  is  much  more  likely  to  be  focused  on  lower  order  cognitive  skills,  such  as  in 
drill  and  rote  learning  tasks.  Unfortunately,  poor  and  minority  students  are  found 
to  be  selected  for  lower  track  placement  more  often  that  would  be  expected  based  on 
their  percentages  in  'he  p'opuiation  (Oakes,  1990). 

Misclassification  of  LEP  students  often  occurs  when  those  administering  the 
assessment  lack  an  understanding  of  the  effect  of  second  language  acquisition 
pattems  on  assessment  outcomes  (Shiff-Myers,  Djukic,  McGovem-Lawler,  and  Perez, 
1992;  Ascher,  1990;  Bermudez  and  Rakcw,  1990;  Ortiz  and  Wilkinson,  1990).  Thus, 
LEP  students  are  overrepresented  in  special  education  classes  but  underrepresented 
in  gifted  and  talented  classes  (Darling-Hammond,  1994;  Ortiz,  1992),  due  to  the  lack 
of  understanding  about  the  role  of  language. 

In  addirton,  for  individual  students,  the  outcomes  of  a  high  stakes  test  can  have  a 
significant  impact  on  that  individual's  future.  For  example,  where  eligibility  to 
graduate  is  determined  by  test  scores  (Airasian,  1987;  Darling-Hammond,  1994),  LEP 
students  who  enter  at  the  secondary  level  often  do  not  have  the  level  of  English 
proficiency  required  to  pass  the  required  minimum  competency  exams  in  English. 
Without  a  diploma,  these  students  will  face  later  difficulties  in  obtaining 
employment. 

3.       Test  are  inappropriately  used  for  evaluation/accountability. 

The  uses  to  which  test  results  are  put  are  also  a  critical  issue.  As  Airasian  (1987) 
points  out,  tests  have  become  important  for  decisions  involving  staffing,  comparisons 
among  schools  and  districts,  fimding  decisions,  and  program  evaluation.  Program 
ou  xomes  in  terms  of  student  scores  on  achievement  tests  have  been  used  as  data  in 
evaluation  of  programs,  and  as  accountability  data  in  assessing  teachers,  schools, 
districts. 

Despite  the  increased  emphasis  on  testing  over  the  past  two  decades,  test  data  are 
often  not  consistently  available  for  LEP  students  (Gandara  and  Merino,  1993).  Often 
LEP  students  are  either  exempted  from  taking  the  test  (LaCelle-Peterson  and  Rivera, 
1994)  or  the  LEP  students  take  the  test  but  their  scores  are  not  reported  or  included 
within  any  local  averages.  Many  teachers  and  administrators  feel  strongly  that  their 
students  should  not  be  required  to  take  the  test  out  of  a  concem  for  the  student, 
whose  English  proficiency  may  not  be  adequate.  In  addition,  there  is  a  further 
concem  regarding  the  effect  of  LEP  students'  scores  on  the  overall  means  on  tlie  test. 
Spencer  (1994)  has  presented  data  showing  at  the  state  level  how  inclusion  of  LEP 
students  can  affect  the  overall  scores  reported;  for  example,  with  LEP  students 
included,  the  State  of  Califomia  drops  significantly  in  overall  ranking  on  test  scores 
for  NAEP. 

Q  1 5  4  i 
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Also,  there  are  also  concerns  that  the  test  results  for  groups  may  be  misinterpreted. 
Hakuta  (1986)  has  reviewed  past  testing  practices  with  language  minority  populations 
showing  that  nususe  and  misinterpretation  has  often  occurred.  It  is  in  part  this  type 
of  historical  record  that  overshadows  some  of  the  current  debates  about  LEP  students 
in  assessment  and  that  has  created  a  reluctance  towards  assessment  on  the  part  of 
teachers  and  other  staff  who  work  with  LEP  students. 

When  LEP  students  are  included  in  testing  in  En;;;lish»  analysts  do  not  always 
recognize  that  the  outcomes  retlect  the  operation  of  two  factors:  language  proficiency 
and  academic  knowledge.  Thus,  LEP  students'  achievement  is  underestimated 
(LaCelle-Peterson  and  Rivera,  1994;  Secada,  1994).  Comparison  of  LEP  students' 
scores  against  test  norms  is  questionable,  given  that  the  norms  generally  are  based 
on  mainstream,  monolingual  or  English-proficient  students  (LaCelle-Peterson  and 
Rivera,  1994).  This  type  of  comparison  is  not  an  equivalent  one.  For  LEP  students, 
the  assessment  will  test  both  language  and  content;  for  the  monolingual  student,  the 
assessment  will  measure  content  knowledge,  and  the  role  of  language  proficiency  will 
be  minimal. 

However,  exclusion  of  LEP  students  from  testing  due  to  their  low  level  of  proficiency 
in  English  is  also  not  appropriate  if  schools  and  districts  are  to  be  held  accountable 
for  the  performance  of  all  of  their  students  (Canales,  1994).  The  issue  is  therefore 
how  to  meaningfully  include  LEP  students  within  assessment  for  accountability  so 
that  their  needs  and  performances  are  recognized  while  ensuring  that  there  is  no 
misuse  or  nrdsinterpretation  of  the  LEP  students'  scores, 

4.       The  roles  of  language  and  culture  in  test  performance  are  not  recognized. 

Research  on  language  acquisition  has  demonstrated  that  second  language  acquisition 
is  a  long-term  process  (Collier,  1992)  and  that  fluency  with  the  language  in  social 
interaction  does  not  necessarily  indicate  full  acquisition  of  decontextualized,  academic 
language  use  (Cummins,  1984). 

Particularly  when  tests  are  used  for  the  purpose  of  examining  growth  in  student 
achievement,  the  question  of  student  language  proficiency  presents  complications. 
The  LEP  student  who  is  gaining  in  content  knowledge  through  instruction  in  English 
is  also  gaining  in  English  language  proficiency,  a  process  which  requires  somewhere 
between  4-8  years  for  fuU  proficiency  to  be  achieved  (Collier,  1992).  How  can 
increases  in  scores  on  a  test  of  content  area  be  interpreted:  Do  they  represent  gaii\s 
in  content  area  knowledge?  Or,  do  they  represent  gains  in  English  proficiency?  Or, 
perhaps  most  accurately,  what  portion  of  an  increase  in  score  should  be  attributed 
to  these  two  factors? 

The  role  of  culture  is  also  important.  In  current  descriptions  of  the  learning  process, 
leaming  is  described  as  "constructive,"  that  is,  built  or  created  by  the  learner  on  the 
basis  of  existing  or  prior  knowledge  (e.g.,  Anderson  et  al,  1985).  This  includes  much 
of  a  learner's  knowledge  that  is  built  upon  day-to-day  experience.  When  a  lesson. 
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reading  text,  or  test  item  is  based  on  objects,  situations,  or  viewpoints  that  are 
particular  to  only  certain  groups,  then  students  outside  those  groups  will  be  at  a 
disadvantage.  The  students  who  do  not  share  the  experience  assumed  by  the  text 
will  have  difficulty  in  understanding  and  learning  from  the  iext,  or  in  demonstrating 
their  ability  in  skills /concepts  through  the  use  of  a  specific  test  item.  Thus,  cultural 
differences  can  affect  the  level  of  performance  of  language  minority  students  on  tests 
which  have  been  developed  primarily  for  mainstream  students  (Geisinger,  1992; 
Hamayan  and  Damico,  1991;  Madaus,  1994;  Navarette  et  al,  1990). 

Concerns  Regarding  the  Language  of  Administration  in  Standardized  Testing 

An  important  issue  that  arises  in  designing  assessment  for  LEP  students  is  whether 
to  test  in  the  student's  native  language  or  in  English.  In  order  to  obtain  a  more  fair 
test  of  a  LEP  student's  level  of  achievement,  one  recommendation  is  to  test  the 
student  in  his/her  native  language.  This  recommendation,  however,  leads  to  other 
issues.  For  many  l.mguage  g:roups,  the  resources  for  testing  in  the  students'  native 
language  are  not  available  and  use  of  English  is  the  only  possible  option.  The 
question  then  is  whether  assessment  can  be  admioistered  in  the  native  language  for 
some  language  groups  but  not  others. 

Second,  LEP  students  may  have  oral  skills  in  their  native  language,  but  these  may  be 
weak  or  in  the  process  of  attrition.  This  can  occur,  for  example,  when  a  student  is 
in  a  point  of  transition  from  the  native  language  to  the  second  language,  English. 
Even  where  oral  native  language  ski^Us  are  strong,  the  students  may  lack  needed 
literacy  skills  in  their  native  language.  What  is  then  the  appropriate  approach  to 
assessment  for  these  students? 

Third,  even  when  a  student  is  proficient  in  the  native  language,  the  language  of 
assessment  must  also  be  related  to  the  language  used  for  instruction.  That  is,  is  a  test 
of  mathematics  given  in  Spanish  to  students  whose  instruction  has  been  all  in  English 
any  fairer  to  the  student?  If  a  student  is  tested  in  the  native  language  and  is  taught 
in  the  native  language  with  a  transition  to  English,  at  what  point  is  assessment  also 
transitioned  into  English? 

The  answers  to  questions  related  to  LEP  students'  inclusion  in  testing,  whether  in 
English  or  in  their  native  language  will  not  be  simple.  In  addition,  these  answers 
will  need  to  be  formulated  with  a  clear  understanding  of  the  purposes  of  the 
assessment  and  of  the  factors  involved  in  LEP  students'  performance.  Once  questions 
about  language  of  administration  are  answered  in  principle,  further  decision-making 
will  need  to  address  the  practical  questions  regarding  implementation. 

If  it  is  decided  in  principle  that  native  language  testing  will  be  used  where 
appropriate,  then  this  decision  sets  in  place  a  series  of  implementation  issues.  These 
include  outlining  the  process  and  criteria  for  identifying  those  students  for  whom 
native  language  tests  are  the  most  appropriate  (e.g.,  language  dominance  testing, 
review  of  individual  students'instructional  programs,  etc.).    In  addition,  how  to 
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schedule  and  implement  the  testing  will  need  to  be  detemuned  as  well  as  how  and 
when  to  transition  a  student  to  English  language  tests.  Each  decision  should  be 
made  with  the  realization  that  at  the  school  and  classroom  levels  any  one 
requirement  may  involve  a  significant  commitment  of  resources.  '  Thus 
implementation  concerns  should  be  a  critical  component  of  decision-making 
regarding  assessment,  especially  regarding  the  issue  of  the  language  of 
administration  of  a  particular  test. 
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VIII.  ALTERNATIVE  ASSESSMENT 

There  has  been  increased  interest  in  alternative  means  of  assessment,  especially  to  assess 
higher  order  cognitive  skills  and  application  of  knowledge  to  new  problem-solving 
situations.  For  LEP  students  in  particular,  alternative  assessment  approaches  have  been 
viewed  as  very  useful  new  directions  to  explore. 

A.       Definition  of  Alternative  Assessment 

Alternative  assessment  perhaps  is  most  simply  defined  as  being  different  from  standardized, 
multiple  choice  or  discrete  point  tests  which  test  skills  through  decontextualized  items  and 
which  generally  focus  on  lower  order  skills.  In  contrast  to  standardized  tests,  alternative 
assessment  approaches: 

■  tap  use  of  higher  order  thinking^skills; 

■  require  reasoned  application  of  acquired  knowledge  rather  than  rote  repetition 
of  facts  -^r  formulae; 

■  are  defined  within  contexts  that  are  meaningful  to  students,  either  as  relevant 
to  real-world  tasks  and/or  as  examples  of  ongoing  work  produced  by  the 
student. 

Alternative  assessment  approaches  generally  involve  more  extended  tasks,  i.e.,  tasks  which 
require  more  time  to  complete  or  that  involve  a  series  of  multiple  tasks  (Baker,  1992). 
Alternative  assessment  can  also  include  student<onstructed  products  that  demonstrate  the 
student's  knowledge  or  proficiency.  Such  demonstrations  might  be  a  specific  performance 
or  product  (e.g.,  an  oral  speech,  a  play  about  an  historical  event)  or,  the  product  could  be 
a  longer  term  demonstration  such  as  a  portfolio  that  represents  examples  of  student  work 
over  time  (e.g.,  writing  samples,  examples  of  problem-solving  in  mathematics).  Alternative 
assessments  can  be  both  structured  approaches  (e.g.,  checklists,  rating  scales)  as  well  as 
unstructured  approaches  (e.g.,  vmting  samples,  anecdotal  notes)  (Navarette,  WUde,  Nelson, 
Martinez,  and  Hargett,  1990). 

A  distinction  is  generally  made  between  two  types  of  assessment:  performance  assessment 
and  portfolio  assessment  (e.g.,  Valdez-Pierce  and  O'Malley,  1992).  Performance  assessment 
(e.g.,  oral  interviews,  story  retelling,  simulations,  hands-on  lab  work)  involves  a  student's 
completion  of  a  task  to  demonstrate  specific  skills  and  competencies  in  relation  to  agreed 
upon  standards  (Valdez-Pierce  and  O'Malley,  1992;  Feuer  and  Fulton,  1993).  The  student's 
performance  is  observed  and  rated  according  to  specified  criteria.  Portfolio  assessment  is 
an  ongoing,  systematic  and  purposeful  collection  of  student  work  that  reflects  progress 
toward  specific  goals.  Portfolio  assessment  often  includes  student  self-reflection  and 
monitoring  as  key  elements  (Valdez-Pierce  and  O'Malley,.  1992). 


For  purposes  of  guiding  classroom  instruction,  teachers  and  students  can  make  selections 
of  tasks,  form  judgements  about  the  work,  and  identify  areas  which  need  further  effort. 
However,  in  large-scale  uses  of  alternative  assessment,  the  selection  of  tasks,  judgements  of 
performance,  and  interpretation  would  be  carried  out  outside  of  the  classroom,  by  trained 
raters. 

B.  Motivations  for  a  Shift  Toward  Alternative  Forms  of  Assessment 

Alternative  assessment  has  begun  to  be  viewed  as  an  important  direction  in  assessment  that 
is  consistent  with  much  of  what  is  being  emphasized  in  the  research  on  learning  processes 
and  on  effective  instruction. 

1.        Restructuring  of  viewpoints  on  learning  processes  and  assessment. 

The  objective  of  instructional  reform  efforts  overall  has  been  the  development  of 
more  challenging  and  meaningful  learning  tasks  for  students  that  promote  the 
development  of  higher  order  thinking  skills.  In  research  on  learning  processes, 
effective  instructional  models  are  further  defined  as  those  in  which  students  are 
active  participants  in  instruction,  taking  responsibility  for  their  own  learning,  and 
teachers  are  facilitators  of  this  process  (e.g..  Brown  et  al,  in  press;  Resnick,  1987; 
Special  Issues  Analysis  Center,  1993;  Warren  and  Rosebery,  1990).  This  model  is 
derived  from  research  in  which  learning  is  defined  as  the  produc  of  interaction  of 
a  learner  with  others  who  guide  the  development  of  skills  and  understanding,  such 
as  outlined  in  the  research  of  Vygotsky  (1978,  "Zone  of  Proximal  Development"). 

Within  the  area  of  instructional  reform,  recent  work  is  also  focused  on  the  creation 
of  more  "authentic"  instructional  contexts  (Newmann,  P.M.  and  Wehlage,  1993)  in 
which  students  develop  new  knowledge  through  application  to  problems  that  have 
meaning  to  them,  i.e.,  problems  that  are  similar  to  those  they  would  encounter 
outside  the  classroom.  Multiple-choice  tests  are  viewed  as  generally  failing  to  assess 
the  higher  order  thinking  skills  emphasized  by  these  areas  of  research,  and  thus  there 
has  been  growing  interest  in  alternative  and  more  "authentic"  assessment  (Wiggins, 
1989)  tasks. 

In  the  area  of  language  proficiency,  language  use  is  described  as  an  integrated 
process  rather  than  a  composite  of  discrete  skills  (Oiler,  1992)  and  there  is  an 
emphasis  on  the  highly  contextualized  nature  of  language  learning  and  language  use 
(McLaughlin,  1987).  Good  assessment  of  language  proficiency  therefore  examines 
language  use  within  more  contextualized  and  meaningful  tasks  (Bachman,  1990), 
rather  than  examining  discrete,  decontextualized  language  skills  (e.g.,  such  as 
grammatical  forms  in  isolation). 

2.       The  use  of  alternative  assessment  to  promote  improvement  in  instruction 

Alternative  assessment  is  viewed  by  many  as  a  means  of  promoting  school  change 
(Darling-Hammond,  1994),  and  promoting  effective  instruction.  It  is  thus  seen  as  a 
specific  tool  to  be  used  in  educational  reform.  The  use  of  alternative  assessment 
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approaches  is  expected  to  promote  the  use  of  participatory  or  active  instructional 
settings.  Such  assessments  are  expected  to  provide  to  both  teachers  and  students 
information  that  is  directly  relevant  to  their  ongoing  work  in  the  classroom, 
indicating  level  of  skills  and  content  knowledge  to  guide  further  leaming  effon's.  For 
LEP  students,  the  flexibility  of  alternative  assessment  formats  and  the  potential  for 
structuring  these  to  adapt  to  the  language  in  which  the  student  is  leaming  are  seen 
as  offering  a  more  appropriate  means  of  measuring  progress  toward  academic  goals. 
Thus,  especially  in  terms  of  assessment  used  for  the  purpose  of  guiding  instruction, 
alternative  assessment  offers  important  opportunities  for  LEP  students  in  particular. 

3.        Alternative  assessment  to  inform  high-stakes  decision-making. 

Alternative  assessment  approaches  are  being  examined  as  effective  means  of 
assessing  higher  order  thinking  skills  such  as  will  be  incorporated  within  proposed 
national  standards.  Alternative  assessment  tasks  are  viewed  as  more  appropriate  for 
these  purposes  since  they  provide  different  formats,  extended  time  for  in-depth  work, 
and  student  direction  of  their  owv.  efforts,  in  contrast  to  multiple-choice  tests. 
However,  as  with  current  multiple-choice  tests,  issues  of  reliability,  validity,  and 
generalizeabilty  must  be  addressed.  Similarly,  issues  of  how  to  fairly  include  LEP 
students  must  be  addressed. 

C       Issues  in  the  Development  of  Alternative  Assessment  Approaches 

Alternative  assessment  is  gaining  much  support.  For  example,  the  Office  of  Technology 
Assessment  (1992)  reported  that  as  of  1991,  thirty-six  states  were  using  writing  assessments 
and  nine  other  states  were  in  the  planning  stages.  Of  the  36  states,  21  used  at  least  one 
other  type  of  performance  assessment  (e.g.,  constructed  responses,  portfolios,  hands-on 
demonstrations).  Most  of  these  states  were  using  the  new  tests  in  conjunction  with  multiple- 
choice  tests.  However,  many  of  the  same  issues  for  which  the  standardized  multiple-choice 
achievement  tests  are  criticized  can  be  equally  problematic  for  altemative  assessments 
(Baker,  1992;  Mehrens,  1992).  In  addition,  other  concerns  may  arise  due  to  the  nature  of  the 
tests  (For  example,  development  and  maintenance  costs  may  be  a  large  issue;  Mehrens, 
1992). 

1.       What  is  required  for  reliable  and  stable  judgements? 

Altemative  assessment  tasks  generally  involve  a  demonstration  or  product  which  is 
to  be  observed  and  rated  by  a  judge.  For  example,  writing  samples  or  answers  to  a 
science  problem  must  be  rated  following  stated  criteria.  Individual  judges  who  rate 
the  same  performance  or  product  should  agree  on  their  ratings,  and  ratings  from 
assessment  of  a  particular  skill  within  one  task  should  agree  with  ratings  of  the  same 
skill  from  another  task.  Thus  far,  the  results  on  reliability  are  mixed.  The  Vermont 
program  of  assessment  has  resulted  in  portfolio  outcomes  which  show  promise  but 
which  for  now  do  not  provide  sufficient  reliability  ratings  to  support  their  use  in 
large-scale  accountability  studies. 


Reliability  of  performance  assessment  has  been  primarily  reported  for  writing 
assessment,  for  which  rater  reliability  is  generally  in  the  low  .80s  (Mehrens).  Interim 
results  of  the  State  of  Vermont's  portfolio  assessment  program  have  shown  some 
increases  in  reliability  of  ratings  in  the  second  year  of  implementation  for  portfolios 
in  writing  and  in  math;  however,  while  reliability  for  mathematics  was  reasonably 
strong,  particularly  in  grade  8,  the  reliability  for  writing  portfolios  was  not 
satisfactory  and  indicated  further  attention  to  the  definition  of  the  writing  program 
(Koretz  et  al.,  1993). 

2.        Can  validity  of  the  tasks  be  demonstrated? 

Alternative  assessments  have  face  validity  (Mehrens,  1992).  That  is,  they  appear  to  . 
measure  the  skills  that  educators  want  to  measure.  For  example,  in  the  area  of 
written  work  (the  most  common  form  of  performance  assessment  involves  writing), 
alternative  assessment  offers  direct  observation  of  the  skills  to  be  measured: 
integrated  use  of  language  to  communicate  with  the  reader.  However,  further 
research  is  needed  to  examine  the  actual  validity  of  the  alternative  assessment  tasks 
for  measuring  the  higher  order  skills  they  are  intended  to  measure  (Mehrens,  1992). 

One  important  problem  related  to  validity  is  the  limited  task  sampling  that  is 
possible  given  the  fact  that  each  performance  assessment  task  requires  an  extended 
time  period.  Generalizability  from  a  limited  set  of  specific  tasks  to  a  larger  curricular 
domain  is  a  question.  Thus  far,  it  appears  that  results  of  assessment  of  higher  order 
cognitive  skills  are  limited  in  their  generalizability  (Mehrer\s,  1992;  Miller  and  Legg, 
1993;  Shavelson,  Baxter,  and  Gao,  1993). 

The  time  and  resources  required  for  development  and  administration  of  alternative 
assessment  tasks  limit  the  number  of  topics  or  content  areas  that  can  be  assessed 
This  being  so,  there  is  a  concern  that  ultimately  the  use  of  alternative  assessments  for 
purposes  of  accountability  could  narrow  classroom  instruction  by  limiting  instruction 
to  those  skills  and  topics  included  in  the  assessment. 

D.      Issues  in  the  Implementation  of  Alternative  Assessment 

Standardized,  multiple-choice  tests  have  an  advantage  in  terms  of  cost  and  time  compared 
to  alternative  assessments.  Both  in  terms  of  development  and  implementation,  alternative 
assessments  are  likely  to  require  a  very  lengthy  process  to  define,  develop,  adnunister,  and 
interpret.  Before  use  of  alternative  assessment  can  be  put  into  place  successfully,  there  are 
several  issues  to  be  addressed  related  to  their  implementation.  These  are  outlined  below: 

1.       Who  administers  and  rates? 

Alternative  assessments  used  for  instructional  purposes  ultimately  rely  on  users  who 
will  be  in  the  classroom-the  teaclier.  As  Rueda  points  out  (1992),  it  is  critical  to 
consider  the  "end-users"  of  the  assessment  measures  being  developed.  In  particular, 
it  is  important  to  recognize  that  the  alternative  assessments  beii\g  proposed  represent 
a  major  departure  from  the  assessments  that  have  been  used  in  the  past.  Most  of  the 
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teachers  who  wall  be  using  these  assessments  have  been  trained  within  the  older 
assessment  framework.  If  alternative  assessments  rely  on  teachers,  then  their 
effective  use  will  be  dependent  upon  teachers'  willingness  to  change.  Real 
conceptual  change  is  not  easy  to  achieve  and  teachers  need  ongoing  assistance  in  tliat 
process.  Yet  if  teachers  are  not  able  to  change  their  beliefs,  few  changes  in  practices 
will  occur  (Peterson,  1992).  For  alternative  assessment  used  with  LEP  students,  the 
persons  who  develop  and  implement  the  review,  scoring,  and  interpretation  of 
student  outcomes  will  need  to  be  informed  regarding  language  minority  issues  and 
the  role  of  language  acquisition  in  performance. 

Similarly,  for  alternative  assessment  used  for  large-scale  accountability  purposes, 
those  who  develop  and  implement  the  assessments  will  need  to  consider  the  issues 
involved  for  language  minority  and  LEP  students  related  to  review,  scoring,  and 
interpretation  of  student  products. 

2.  Is  the  assessment  task  format  related  to  classroom  tasks? 

Students'  lack  of  familiarity  and  comfort  in  working  within  a  performance  task 
setting  will  hinder  their  ability  to  complete  the  task,  compared  to  students  who  have 
prior  experience  in  working  with  these  tasks.  Shavelson,  Baxter,  and  Pine  (1991,  in 
Ruiz-Primo,  Baxter,  and  Shavelson,  1993)  found  an  effect  of  student  familiarity  with 
hands-on  science  tasks  in  their  research  on  performance  assessment  in  science.  The 
researchers  found  a  consistently  higher  mean  performance  score  on  hands-on  science 
tasks  for  student^  who  were  experienced  in  these  types  of  tasks  compared  to  students 
who  were  not  experienced.  This  linkage  with  classroom  experience  raises  questions 
regarding  generalizability.  There  is  also  something  of  a  circular  argument  here,  since 
the  use  of  alternative  assessments  is  expected  to  help  bring  more  effective  instruction 
in  the  form  of  higher  order  skills  and  authentic  learning  into  the  classroom. 

In  summary,  if  LEP  students  are  to  be  included  in  alternative  assessment  programs, 
then  it  is  important  that  LEP  students  as  well  as  mainstream  students  participate  in 
effective  instructional  approaches  that  promote  active  participation  in  tasks  that 
require  application  of  higher  order  learning  and  problem-solving  skills. 

3,  What  are  the  implications  for  language  minority  students? 

For  LEP  students,  the  shift  toward  alternative  assessment,  particularly  if  the 
assessment  is  to  be  carried  out  in  English,  may  place  an  increased  burden  in  terms 
of  the  level  of  language  skills  required.  For  example,  Secada  (1994)  suggests  that  the 
shift  toward  use  of  alternative  assessments  within  mathematics  may  bring  about  an 
increased  language  load  with  the  end  result  of  greater  divergence  in  mathematics 
results. 

Clearly,  for  LEP  students,  the  question  of  the  language  to  be  used  in  assessment  is 
a  key  one.  The  advantage  of  altemat7,ve  assessment  approaches  is  that,  in  contrast 
to  standardized  tests,  alternative  assessment  tasks  can  be  developed  by  the  teacher 
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in  the  language  of  instruction.  If  portfolio  assessment  is  used,  then  the  student  work 
samples  would  be  in  the  language  in  which  the  student  is  working.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  alternative  assessment  approaches  are  to  be  developed  and  specific  tasks  or 
"item  baxUcs"  created  for  the  purpose  of  large-scale  use  across  districts,  states,  or 
nationally,  then  the  issue  of  language  and  culture  as  factors  in  the  development  of 
the  tasks  would  clearly  remain  a  difficult  technical  issue, 

4.        What  are  requirements  for  professional  development? 

Maldaus  (1994)  cautions  that  "It  is  much  easier  to  plan  and  mandate  a  new 
assessment  program  than  it  is  to  change  attitudes  and  the  institutional  practices  of 
people  involved  in  the  daily  life  of  classrooms"  (p.  89).  Baron  (1992)  in  describing 
prerequisites  for  the  effective  use  of  performance-base  assessments  emphasizes  that 
it  is  not  enough  to  define  new  types  of  assessments.  Based  on  her  experience  in 
Connecticut  with  implementation  of  performance  assessments,  she  lists  seven 
recommendations  which  focus  on  support  for  teachers,  especially  those  that  allow 
teachers  as  professionals  the  time  to  develop  understanding  of  and  participation  in 
the  definition  of  assessment  tasks.  She  also  lists  administration  support  and  the 
appropriate  curriculum  materials  that  are  consistent  with  the  assessments  as 
important  elements  of  implementation. 

Teacher  educators  are  beginning  to  recognize  the  important  role  of  assessment,  and 
states  are  beginning  to  include  assessment  coursework  within  requirements  for 
certification  or  licensure  (Cizek,  1993).  More  than  simply  additional  coursework, 
however,  alternative  assessment  requires  a  major  conceptual  shift  on  the  part  of 
teachers  in  terms  of  how  they  assess  and  how  they  instruct,  and  the  relationship 
between  tlie  two.  This  is  not  an  easy  thing  to  accomplish  and  much  more  is  needed 
if  altemative  assessment  is  to  become  the  favored  approach.  In  particular,  for 
teachers  of  LEP  students,  an  understanding  of  the  reason  for  their  students' 
participation  in  any  assessment,  an  assurance  that  results  will  not  be  inappropriately 
used,  and  an  understanding  of  the  specific  purposes  of  the  assessment  will  be 
important.  In  particular,  this  will  be  necessary  in  order  to  obtain  their  support  for 
inclusion  of  LEP  students  in  large-scale  testing  for  accountability  purposes. 


E.       Futui  ^  Directions 

Altemative  assessment  approaches  show  much  promise  as  a  means  of  assessing  students 
that  is  consistent  with  what  is  considered  to  be  effective  instruction.  However,  the  use  of 
altemative  assessment  must  be  exanuned  with  some  caution  and  care  in  defining  the  tasks, 
the  criteria,  and  the  content.  As  Baker  (1992)  has  noted,  there  is  much  more  effort  needed 
in  definition  of  altemative  assessments,  and  in  ensuring  validity  and  reliability.  As  a  first 
step,  the  types  of  skills  to  be  assessed  must  be  defined,  and  the  interaction  of  the  specific 
assessment  format  with  the  content  tested  must  be  examined  (Baker,  1992).  The  purpose  for 
which  the  assessment  will  be  used  must  be  considered  in  conjxmction  with  the  approach  to 
assessment  that  is  selected,  the  criteria  to  be  used  in  making  judgements  about  a  student's 
performance  must  be  identified,  and  judges  trained. 
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For  low  stakes  purposes  or  to  guide  instruction,  alternative  assessment  has  shown  promise 
in  much  of  the  research.  With  further  definition  of  tasks,  criteria,  and  scoring,  alternative 
assessment  tasks  will  presumably  gain  in  reliability  and  validity  and  in  value  to  teachers  and 
students.  However,  much  of  this  requires  a  signficant  change  in  beliefs  and  practices 
regarding  assessment.  In  addition,  for  assessment  of  LEP  students,  it  may  require  teachers- 
especially  mainstream  teachers  of  LEP  students-to  shift  their  beliefs  and  practices  regarding 
the  involvement  of  LEP  students  in  their  classes.  These  two  observations  underline  the 
urgent  need  for  a  central  focus  to  be  placed  on  professional  development  issues,  and  to 
ensure  that  there  is  input  from  teachers,  including  teachers  of  LEP  students,  incorporated 
into  all  efforts  to  develop  new  assessment  policies  and  practices. 

For  use  of  alternative  assessment,  expense  and  time  are  problems.  Even  if  psychometric 
worth  is  in  question,  however,  there  is  the  value  of  the  one-on-one  time  spent  by  a  teacher 
and  student  reviewing  a  portfolio,  or  in  reviewing  progress  on  a  performance  task  (Maeroff, 
1991,  in  Cizek,  1993).  This  reflects  the  validity  of  alternative  assessment's  use  in  the 
classroom  in  support  of  teacher-student  partnership  in  learning  that  can  be  useful  for  the 
purpose  of  guiding  instruction.  Without  the  necessary  reliability  and  validity  established 
for  specific  tasks  or  portfolios,  however,  then  there  is  no  assessment  occurring  that  can  be 
effectively  interpreted,  generalized,  and  shared  in  comparisons  or  used  with  confidence  in 
guiding  educational  decisions. 

F,  Summary 

In  putting  alternative  assessment  approaches  into  place,  the  reseau'ch  and  practice  on  use  of 
alternative  assessment  thus  far  has  indicated  the  following  requirements: 

1.  Substantial  teacher  involvement  and  professional  development. 

2.  Clear  definition  of  the  skills  to  be  assessed  and  of  the  relationship  of  the  skills 
to  the  specific  context  or  format  in  which  they  will  be  assessed. 

3.  Clear  specification  of  the  criteria  on  which  skills  are  to  be  judged. 

4.  Clear  specification  of  the  purposes  for  which  an  asssessment  will  be  used  and 
how  the  outcomes  obtained  will  be  used  for  that  purpose. 

5.  Specification  of  scoring  and  adequate  training  of  raters,  especially  if 
assessment  is  to  be  used  for  high  stakes  decision-making. 

For  LEP  shidents  in  particular,  alternative  assessments  do  not  in  themselves  resolve  some 
of  the  key  issues,  and  these  will  remain  to  be  addressed.  For  example,  in  any  form  of 
assessment  ultimately  used,  there  will  still  be  the  question  of  the  language  of  assessment  to 
be  used  with  LEP  students  and  how  to  determine  this  in  relation  to  the  student's 
instructional  program  and  level  of  language  proficiency. 
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IX.  CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


As  described  in  the  introduction,  the  goal  of  this  paper  was  to  examine  current  assessment 
practices  as  they  relate  to  LEP  students  and  to  suggest  some  hiture  directions  for  LEP 
assessment.  The  review  was  intended:  (1)  to  inform  federal  and  state  policy-makers  as  they 
design  standards  and  systems  to  assess  progress  toward  national  education  goals;  and  (2) 
to  provide  suggestions  for  improving  assessment  practices  at  the  local  level.  The  review 
suggests  that  at  both  of  these  levels,  it  will  be  necessary  to  think  carefully  about  the 
purposes  of  the  assessments  to  be  carried  out,  the  means  by  which  they  will  be 
implemented,  and  the  meaning  of  the  scores  or  other  ix\formation  to  be  obtained. 

There  are  three  broad  categories  of  purposes  of  assessment  which  need  to  be  examined: 
assessment  to  guide  instruction  in  the  classroom;  assessment  to  make  decisions  regarding 
selection  and  placement;  and  assessment  to  examine  student  performance*  for  purposes  of 
school,  district,  and  program  accountability.  As  the  discussions  above  concerning 
standardized,  multiple-choice  achievement  tests  and  alternative  assessment  approaches  have 
indicated,  there  is  not  a  simple  formula  to  follow.  While  there  is  hope  that  alternative 
assessments  might  be  designed  to  eventually  address  all  of  these  purposes  (e.g.,  Baker,  1992), 
there  are  many  questions  which  first  need  to  be  asked.  While  issues  related  to  the  definition 
and  use  of  performance  assessment  are  befing  examined,  the  use  of  performance  assessments 
in  conjunction  with  other  more  traditional  forms  of  assessment  is  probably  the  best  route. 

Based  on  the  findings  of  this  review  of  assessment  issues  .and  practices  relevant  to  LEP 
students,  the  following  analyses  and  recommendations  are  offered: 

A.       Assessment  in  General 

Discussion 

This  review  has  suggested  that  assessment  is  carried  out  for  a  variety  of  purposes,  and  that 
the  optimal  methods  of  assessment  vary  based  on  those  purposes.  For  example,  assessments 
deji.gned  for  program  evaluation  and  accountability  purposes  are  often  not  very  useful  for 
instructional  assessment  purposes.  However,  there  is  considerable  pressure  within 
classrooms  and  schools  to  miiumize  the  amount  of  testing  of  LEP  (and  other)  students. 
Thus,  specific  assessments  are  often  performed  for  multiple  purposes.  As  a  result, 
assessment  results  are  sometimes  expected  to  be  used  for  purposes  for  which  they  were  not 
designed. 

Recommendations 

1.  The  purpose  or  purposes  of  particular  assessments  of  LEP  students  should  be 
clearly  defined.  The  assessment  should  be  specifically  designed  for  the 
purpose(s)  for  which  it  is  intended.  When  assessment  information  is  used  for 
purposes  other  than  those  for  which  the  assessment  was  designed,  the 
analysts  should  clearly  state  the  limitations  of  the  data  for  addressing  those 
purposes. 
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2.  Whenever  possible,  a  particular  assessment  session  should  be  designed  to 
serve  only  one  purpose.  In  this  way,  the  assessment  can  be  highly  focused  on 
that  purpose.  If  a  particular  assessment  session  must  serve  more  than  one 
purpose,  the  assessment  should  include  subparts  which  specifically  address 
each  of  the  purposes.  An  achievement  testing  session  for  instructional 
assessment  and  accountability  purposes,  for  example,  might  include  both 
standardized  and  curriculum-specific  subtests. 

3.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  use  of  more  than  one  type  of  assessment. 
For  example,  alternative  assessment  tasks  in  combination  with  modified 
standardized  multiple-choice  tests  (with  items  designed  to  elicit  higher  order 
thinking  skills  to  the  extent  possible)  could  be  developed.  In  determir  xig  the 
combination,  costs  and  benefits  and  issues  of  breadth  versus  depth  of 
coverage  will  need  to  be  examined. 

4.  Any  decisions  regarding  assessment  should  be  made  with  an  awareness  of 
actual  implementation  requirements  and  what  reasonably  can  be  expected  of 
schools,  classrooms,  and  students.  If  sufficient  attention  is  not  given  to  the 
implementation  requirements  for  the  school,  classroom,  or  student,  then  the 
overall  assessment  design  .will  be  in  danger  of  not  being  carried  out  as 
planned. 

Assessment  of  LEP  Students  for  Instructional  Purposes 
Discussion 

The  review^  has  suggested  that  too  little  attention  has  been  paid  to  the  relationship  between 
assessment  and  the  effective  instruction  of  LEP  students.  These  two  issues  are  often  seen 
as  separate  topics,  and  thus  there  are  few  models  which  integrate  effective  instructional 
approaches  with  effective  approaches  to  assessment. 

Recommendations 

1.  LEP  students  should  participate  fully  in  assessment  for  instructional  purposes. 

2.  For  the  purpose  of  guiding  instruction,  alternative  assessment  approaches 
should  be  given  continued  consideration  and  development.  Alternative 
assessment  approaches  to  be  used  in  guiding  instruction  should  include  those 
focused  on  content  knowledge  and  its  application,  and  also  assessments 
focused  on  language  proficiency  skills. 

3.  Teachers  should  be  given  additional  professional  development  experiences  in 
the  use  of  assessment  in  general,  in  the  use  of  alternative  assessment 
approaches,  and  in  the  use  of  these  approaches  witli  LEP  students  as  well  as 
with  non-LEP  students.  Teachers  will  need  sustained  follow-up  to  support 
them  in  developing  their  use  of  newer  assessment  approaches. 


C.       Assessment  ox  LEP  Students  for  Identification  and  Placement  Purposes 


Discussion 

A  major  issue  identified  in  this  review  has  been  the  inappropriate  use  of  assessment  results 
to  place  LEP  students  in  programs  which  limit  their  educational  and  career  opportunities. 
In  particular,  there  has  been  concem  about  inappropriate  placement  of  LEP  students  in 
special  education  and  remedial  content  classes,  and  in  programs  which  do  not  lead  to 
graduation  and  postsecondary  education. 

An  approach  v>/hich  most  school  districts  use  to  address  this  issue  involves  assessment  using 
multiple  measures.  There  is  general  agreement  that  no  single  measure  should  be  used  for 
identification  and  placement  purposes,  but  there  is  much  less  agreement  about  which  tests 
and  selection  standards  should  be  used  for  these  purposes. 

Recommendations 

1.  All  assessment  for  the  purposes  of  identification  and  placement  of  LEP 
students  should  involve  the  use  of  multiple  measures.  Scores  on  achievement 
tests  in  English  should  not  be  either  the  primary  or  only  measure  used  in 
assigning  LEP  students  to  specific  service  programs;  other  means  of 
assessment  should  be  used  for  these  purposes. 

2.  To  the  extent  possible,  assessment  for  the  purposes  of  identification  and 
placement  of  LEP  students  should  include  some  measure  of  native  language 
proficiency.  This  might  range  from  asking  the  student  or  parents  about  native 
language  proficiency  to  informal  assessment  of  oral  proficiency  skills  by 
interview  to  formal  assessment  using  standardized  language  proficiency 
instniments, 

D.      Assessment  of  LEP  Students  for  Evaluation  and  Accoimtability  Purposes 
Discussion 

This  review  has  discussed  the  issues  and  problems  associated  with  including  or  excluding 
LEP  students  from  assessments  designed  to  measure  the  effectiveness  of  classrooms,  schools, 
and  districts  in  meeting  local,  state,  and  federal  educational  goals.  There  are  strong  reasons 
both  for  including  and  excluding  LEP  students  from  such  assessments  if  they  are  conducted 
in  English. 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  for  including  LEP  students  in  such  assessments.  If  LEP 
students  are  included,  the  overall  results  for  a  school,  district,  or  state  will  be  more 
comprehensive.  LEP  and  other  students  (e.g.,  those  in  special  education)  are  often  excluded, 
resulting  in  mean  achievement  levels  that  are  higher  than  they  would  be  with  all  students 
included.  Given  the  variation  in  how  LEP  students  are  defined,  consistent  inclusion  of  LEP 
students  can  lead  to  more  appropriate  or  fair  comparisons  of  school  units.  Also,  if  LEP 
students  are  included,  there  will  be  more  pressure  to  improve  services  to  those  students. 
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On  the  other  hand,  if  LEP  students  are  included  in  such  assessments,  the  overall  results  can 
only  be  described  as  academic  achievement  using  the  English  language.  Without  the  use 
Oi  parallel  versions  of  the  test  in  the  native  languages  of  students  (which  are  few  and 
difficult  to  produce),  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  separate  the  effects  of  content  area 
knowledge  and  knowledge  of  the  English  language.  Thus  a  student  who  has  content  area 
knowledge  or  skills  learned  through  the  native  language  will  not  be  able  to  demonstrate 
them  through  a  test  that  uses  only  English. 

If  LEP  students  are  included  in  such  assessments,  there  is  a  very  serious  danger  of 
misinterpretation  of  results.  Analysts  may  not  recognize  that  both  EngUsh  language 
proficiency  and  content  knowledge  are  tested  in  achievement  tests  administered  to  LEP 
students,  and  may  under-estimate  LEP  achievement  levels.  Thus,  for  example,  students  in 
a  school  which  uses  a  transitional  bilingual  education  approach  may  be  meeting 
instructional  goals  in  the  native  language  but  may  not  score  well  on  an  English  language 
test. 

Including  LEP  students  in  such  assessments  may  also  have  other  negative  consequences. 
Taking  a  test  in  English  may  be  a  highly  discouraging  experience  for  a  student  with  limited 
English  skills.  If  teachers  are  using  the  native  language  or  are  covering  course  content 
which  is  different  from  the  mainstream  program,  they  will  correctly  perceive  that  the  test 
is  less  relevant  and  appropriate  for  their  students  than  for  other  students. 

Recommendations 

1,  LEP  students  should  not  be  included  in  standardized  achievement  testing 
programs  in  English  (whether  these  are  traditional  standardized  tests  or 
alternative  assessments)  until  they  have  received  formal  language  instruction 
in  English  for  a  minimum  specified  period  of  time;  we  recommend  one  and 
one-half  years, 

2,  When  LEP  students  are  included  in  standardized  achievement  testing  in 
English,  the  results  should  be  used  only  for  group  assessment  purposes. 
Such  scores  can  serve  to  define  how  subgroups  of  LEP  students  are 
progressing  in  relation  to  instructional  objectives  as  measured  in  English.  To 
the  extent  possible,  the  results  should  be  disaggregated  to  examine  the 
achievement  of  mearungful  subgroups  of  LEP  students  based  on  length  of 
time  in  U,S,  schools,  levels  of  English  language  proficiency  and,  especially, 
type  of  service  being  received. 

3,  Whenever  results  are  presented  involving  standardized  achievement  test 
scores  in  English  for  LEP  students,  the  presentation  shoiild  clearly  indicate 
that  achievement  test  outcomes  for  LEP  students  are  the  outcome  of  two 
sources  of  input:  English  language  proficiency  and  academic  knowledge.  The 
presentation  should  also  state  that  academic  achievement  levels  of  LEP  in 
English  may  not  be  related  to  their  achievement  levels  in  the  native  language. 
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4.  Considerable  work  needs  to  be  done  in  developing  a  national  consensus 
concerning  how  to  report  results  for  LEP  students  included  in  standardized 
achievement  testing  in  English.  The  results  for  LEP  students  could  be 
presented  separately  or  as  part  of  overall  school/district  means. 

5.  For  LEP  students  in  bilingual  programs,  achievement  testing  for  content 
subjects  should  if  possible  be  performed  in  the  language  in  which  the  student 
is  most  capable  of  showing  knowledge  and  skills.  The  results  of  standardized 
achievement  testing  in  the  native  language  can  be  used  for  instructional 
assessment,  placement,  and  program  evaluation  purposes. 

6.  When  achievement  testing  of  LEP  students  is  being  done  for  program 
evaluation  or  accountability  purposes  only,  consideration  should  be  given  to 
testing  at  fewer  grade  levels  or  to  sampling  students  within  grade  levels.  The 
testing  burden  on  LEP  students  is  very  high,  and  such  methods  could 
decrease  the  testing  burden  while  still  providing  for  the  necessary  inclusion 
of  LEP  students  in  analyses  of  performance. 
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L  INTRODUCTION 


A  focus  group  on  master  planning  for  districts  serving  Limited  English  Proficient  (LEP) 
students  was  convened  by  the  Special  Issues  Analysis  Center  (SIAC),  on  August  3-4,  1994, 
at  Development  Associates,  Inc.,  Arlington,  Virginia.  The  meeting  was  held  to  gather 
information  related  to  the  components  of  master  plans  (especially  those  elements  related  to 
LEP  students)  and  how  master  plans  relate  to  overarching  state  and  school  reform  efforts. 
This  information  was  intended  to  assist  the  Office  of  Bilingual  Education  and  Minority 
Language  Affairs  (OBEMLxA.),  U.S.  Department  of  Education  in  fulfilling  its  nussion  to 
provide  national  leadership  in  promoting  equal  access  to  an  education  of  high  quality  for 
language  minority  populations.  The  convening  of  this  focus  group  related  specifically  to 
Goal  #2  of  OBEMLA's  strategic  plan  which  is  to  build  and /or  enhance  LEA  capacity  to 
effectively  serve  LEP  and  other  language  minority  students  and  effectively  include  parents. 

Ten  superintendents  who  were  responsible  for  the  development  of  school  district  master 
plans,  including  plans  for  LEP  students,  participated  in  the  focus  group.  These 
superintendents  represented  districts  in  large,  small,  urban,  suburban  and  rural  areas  and 
a  wide  range  of  LEP  populations  in  terms  of  language  groups  as  well  as  total  population 
served.  Over  the  course  of  the  two-day  meeting,  the  participants  addressed  questions  in 
four  areas:  the  components  of  master  plans;  the  development  of  master  plans;  the 
implementation  of  master  plans;  and  assessment  of  master  plans.  Each  broad  area  was 
broken  down  into  more  specific  questions  which  were  addressed  in  group  discussions.  The 
participants  also  provided  written  reconrunendations  in  each  of  the  four  areas. 

The  focus  group  report  consists  of  two  volumes.  This  volume.  Volume  I,  presents  the 
findings  of  the  focus  group  meeting.  The  findings  are  based  on  the  comments  of  the  focus 
group  participants  as  well  as  an  examination  of  the  planning  documents  from  each  district. 
The  report  describes  the  variety  of  approaches  to  master  planning  in  each  district,  specific 
areas  of  disagreement  among  participants,  and  imresolved  issues  relating  to  each  aspect  of 
the  planning  process.  In  addition  to  the  findings,  Vrlume  I  also  contains  a  list  of  focus 
group  participants  and  the  districts  they  represent  (Appendix  A),  the  schedule  and  agenda 
for  the  meeting  (Appendix  B),  and  the  individual  written  recommendations  of  the  ten 
participants  (Appendix  C).  Volume  II  contains  the  ttcinscript  of  the  two-day  mee^.ing. 
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11.  ABSTRACT 


The  focus  group  discussion  was  organized  around  a  series  of  questions  formulated  by 
OBEMLA.  The  questions  and  summary  answers  to  them  are  presented  below. 


What  are  the  critical  components  of  each  master  plan,  including  components  for 
(re)designing  learning  environments  or  education  programs  (in  terms  of  language, 
instructional,  school  management,  student  evaluation  systems,  standards/success  criteria, 
interpersonal  teacher-student,  parent-school  relationships,  teacher  education  and  in-service 
training  strategies)  for  LEP  students?  What  components  are  common  across  all  of  the 
plans? 

Most  districts  began  their  major  planning  documents  by  stating  a  district  "mission"  or  "vision" 
describing  the  district's  philosophy  or  approach  to  education.  The  inclusion  of  core  goals  or  beliefs 
is  another  common  component  of  master  planning  documents.  The  district  mission  and  core  set  of 
beliefs  serve  in  all  cas^s  as  the  basis  for  the  development  of  the  specifics  in  the  master  plan.  Most 
plans  are  then  divided  into  sectiorts  in  which  the  general  district  mission  and  beliefs  are  more  clearly 
defined.  Common  section  include  curriculum,  students,  staff  development,  parent  and /or 
community  involvement,  school  climate  or  environment,  and  facilities. 

There  are  basically  four  ways  in  which  learning  environments  and  educational  programs  for  LEP 
students  are  addressed  in  master  plaits  by  school  districts:  the  general  master  plan  is  a  LEP  plan;  a 
separate  planning  document  is  created  for  LEP  students;  LEP  students  are  discussed  within  the 
general  plan;  LEP  programs  and  procedures  are  described  in  a  "Handbook".  Which  of  the  four 
strategies  a  district  chooses  to  use  depends  on  a  number  of  factors  including  state  mandates,  the  size 
of  the  LEP  population,  the  extent  to  which  the  LEP  population  is  homogeneous  or  heterogeneous, 
how  vocal  these  groups  are  within  the  school  system,  and  the  district's  goals. 

Most  districts  include  specific  procedures  for  assessment  and  placement  into  LEP  programs,  as  well 
as  specific  criteria  for  exiting  LEP  programs  in  their  plarming  documents.  Teacher  education  and 
training  and/or  staff  development  (for  all  staff  working  with  LEP  students)  is  a  key  element  in  most 
plans.  Improved  parent  iiivolvement  is  seen  as  an  important  factor  contributing  to  the  success  of  LEP 
students  and,  as  a  result,  many  plans  include  strong  parent  involvement  components. 

How  do  the  plans  relate  to  adopted  or  emerging  state  reform  plans? 

Master  plans  incorporate  or  reflect  state  mandates  and  court  orders  relating  to  education  in  general 
and  bilingual  education.  In  some  cases,  for  example  districts  have  separate  LEP  planning  documents 
because  this  is  mandated  by  the  state  or  by  a  court  order.  The  types  of  assessment  methods  and  the 
goals  of  the  plan  are  also  influenced  by  state  mandates. 
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What  are  the  essential  steps  used  to  develop  the  Plans,  including  reaching  consensus  on 
what  each  Plan  included? 

Most  superintendents  agreed  that  it  was  important  to  involve  all  key  stakeholders  in  the  planning 
process.  One  superintendent  talked  about  involving  everyone  in  planning  who  will  be  affected  by 
the  plan  when  it  is  implemented.  These  stakeholders  include:  district  staff;  principals;  teachers; 
school  support  staff;  students  (mainly  at  the  high  school  level);  parents  (representing  all  special 
populations);  community  members  (without  children  in  school);  members  of  the  business  commumty; 
representatives  of  local  institutions  of  higher  education;  and  school  board  members. 

In  many  cases,  the  school  board  was  brought  into  the  process  at  a  very  early  stage.  In  a  number  of 
instances,  the  school  board  was  involved  in  the  decision  to  begin  the  strategic  planning  process.  The 
general  process  for  most  districts  was  to  obtain  input  and  recommendations  from  all  of  the  key 
constituencies  concerning  what  they  would  want  to  see  in  the  plan.  The  next  step  was  to  write  a 
draft,  obtain  feedback  on  the  draft,  and  then  revise.  This  process  continued  in  most  districts  until 
all  of  the  key  players  (including  the  community)  agreed  on  the  resulting  planning  documents.  The 
final  step  in  all  cases  was  to  bring  the  documents  to  the  school  board  for  approval. 


What  are  the  critical  steps  involved  in  effectively  implemenHng  such  Plans? 

Superintendents  described  several  key  elements  that  are  crucial  in  order  for  implementation  to  be 
successful:  strong  commuiuty  support  for  the  plan;  a  climate  for  change  within  the  district;  a  clear 
understanding  of  how  the  plan  will  be  funded;  a  step  by  step  plan  for  implementation  including 
timelines  and  persons  responsible  for  each  goal  and  objective  of  the  plan;  and  an  understanding  that 
the  plans  are  evolving  documents.  Additionally,  the  superintendents  recommended  that,  when 
necessary,  pre-implementation  training  should  be  conducted  so  that  eveiyone  is  clear  about  the 
mission  and  goals  of  the  plan;  the  superintendent  should  provide  frequent  feedback  and  progress 
reports;  plans  should  be  developed  to  deal  with  change  "resisters;"  and  all  decision-making 
regarding  programs  and  expenditures  should  be  guided  by  the  plan. 


What  are  the  estimated  costs  for  incorporating  the  Master  Plans  into  actual 
"administrative  office-to-school-to-classroom"  practices? 

Implementation  costs  vary  according  to  the  size  and  composition  of  the  district  and  the  nature  of  the 
plan.  Implementation  costs  are  not  easily  separated  from  the  costs  associated  with  the  development 
and  evaluation  of  master  plans.  Districts  may  solicit  additional  funding  for  the  new  plan  or  use 
existing  funds.  District  superintendents  agreed  that  the  funds  they  receive  are  frequently  either  not 
enough  for  the  successful  implementation  of  a  master  plan  or  so  tightly  restricted  that  program 
maintenance  is  at  stake. 
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What  are  the  estimated  time  frames  Ifor  incorporating  the  Master  Plans  into  actual  "administrative 
cffice-to-school-to-classroom"  practices? 

Master  planning  takes  a  good  deal  of  time.  In  some  cases,  it  took  the  districts  two  years  to  develop 
the  plans  and  as  long  as  one  year  to  plan  for  implementation;  the  plans  themselves  usually  are  multi- 
year  plans.  It  may  also  take  time  to  find  funding  for  all  of  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  plans. 


What  other  school  and  community  support  systems  are  required  to  support  the  Master 
Plans  for  improving  schools  serving  LEP  students  and  for  improving  services  to  LEP 
students  at  the  classroom  level? 

A  number  of  superintendents  stressed  the  importance  of  continued  support  from  local  commuruty 
groups,  businesses,  and  colleges  and  universities.  Parent  and  other  local  community  groups  provide 
support  and  assistance  in  a  number  of  ways. 

What  are  the  milestones  used  for  evaluating  the  Plans'  effectiveness  in  improving  LEP 
student  achievement  through  this  approach? 

Districts  who  want  to  assess  the  progress  of  their  master  plans  focus  on  measuring  both  process  and 
student  outcomes.  Among  the  process  outcome  variables  or  indicators  mentioned  by  district 
superintendents  were:  the  extent  to  which  the  plan  has  been  implemented  or  adopted;  the  quality 
and  content  of  student  education;  staff  development;  the  level  of  parent  involvement  in  the  learning 
process;  parent  and  community  outreach  efforts;  and,  social  cohesiveness.  Student  outcome  variables 
that  are  used  in  the  assessment  process  include  the  following:  student  attendance  levels;  student 
promotion  and  retention;  student  achievement  levels;  and  employment  and  employment-related 
skills. 


How  do  the  Master  Plans  contribute  to  substantive  change  in  opportunities-to-leam  for 
LEP  students? 

Where  process  outcomes  are  available,  the  success  of  master  plans  has  been  promising.  These 
outcomes  include  the  expansion  of  social  services  to  LEP  students  and  their  families;  increases  in 
family  involvement;  the  expansion  of  services  for  LEP  students;  and  an  increase  in  teachers  and 
administrators  and  community  members  working  together  to  educate  LEP  children. 

How  do  the  Master  Plans  help  the  LEA  to  achieve  high  academic  standards  as  described 
in  the  Goals  2000  Educate  America  Act? 

The  student  outcomes  of  master  plans  have  been  mixed,  but  mostly  positive.  They  include:  increases 
in  the  number  of  students  meeting  proficiency  requirements,  going  to  college,  getting  a  job,  going 
into  the  military;  increases  in  levels  of  student  learning  as  the  result  of  successful  teacher  training 
efforts;  increased  levels  of  achievement  for  high  risk  students;  and  increased  participation  in  adult 
education  programs. 
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III.  FINDINGS 


A.     Components  of  District  Master  Plans 

Superintendents  from  ten  districts  participated  in  the  focus  group.  These  districts  were: 

•  Providence,  Rhode  Island 

•  Cambridge,  Massachusetts 

•  Dayton,  Ohio 

•  .  Orange  County,  Florida 

•  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma 

•  Carpentersville,  Illinois 

•  St.  Paul,  Minnesota 

•  Rio  Grande,  Texas 

•  Taos,  New  Mexico 

•  Banning,  California 

Each  of  the  superintendents  sent  copies  of  their  district  master  planning  documents  for 
examination  and  review  by  the  research  team.  All  of  the  documents  were  reviewed  and 
summarized  prior  to  the  focus  group  meeting.  During  the  focus  group,  participants  were 
given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  their  planning  documents  including  the  principles  that 
guided  selection  of  plan  components,  the  relationship  of  the  components  to  state  and  federal 
reform  efforts,  and  specific  issues  relating  to  LEP  students  and  other  special  populations. 
This  section  on  the  components  of  master  plans  is  based  on  our  review  of  the  documents 
themselves  as  well  as  the  group  discussions  about  the  documents  and  the  processes  by 
which  particular  sections  came  to  be  included  in  the  plans. 

1.        Major  Sections/Components  of  Plans  and  Principles  that  Guide  Development 

The  types  of  documents  received  varied  from  district  to  district  and  was  dependent,  to  a  certain  extent 
on  the  number  of  years  the  plan  had  been  in  place,  and  the  circumstances  surrounding  plan 
development.  For  example,  in  Providence,  Rhode  Island,  the  development  of  a  master  plan 
was  preceded  by  an  independent  outside  evaluation  of  the  Providence  School  System  so  the 
evaluation  report  was  included  among  the  documents  sent.  In  Rio  Grande,  Texas,  the  plan 
has  been  in  place  for  a  number  of  years.  For  this  reason,  in  addition  to  the  actual  planning 
documents,  we  were  sent  a  copy  of  the  implementation  status  of  the  plan  in  each  school  in 
the  district.  In  Banning,  California,  where  the  master  planning  process  has  just  beg\m,  we 
received  a  multi-year  calendar  which  indicated  a  time  frame  for  plan  development  and  a 
short  document  that  described  the  district's  "mission"  and  listed  a  set  of  draft  district 
"beliefs"  and  a  list  of  goals  accomplished  during  1993-94. 

Although  the  types  of  documents  varied,  several  commonalities  existed  across  the  districts.  First,  all 
districts  seemed  to  begin  their  major  planning  documents  by  stating  a  district  "mission"  or 
"vision"  describing  the  district's  philosophy  or  approach  to  education.    To  give  some 
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examples  of  these  statements,  the  mission  statement  of  the  Banning  Unified  School  District 
states:  "We  believe  that  all  students  can  and  will  learn  to  become  successful  and  productive 
citizens.  Our  commitment  is  to  build  an  effective  educational  program  to  meet  students' 
academic,  personal,  social,  and  career  needs.  This  will  occur  through  the  cooperation  and 
involvement  of  community,  parents,  students  and  staff."  In  St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  the  mission 
of  the  district  is  "Lifelong  Learning  for  a  Just,  Democratic  and  Productive  Society".  This 
mission  is  further  articulated  through  the  "High  Five"  Goals:  Higher  Learning  Readiness; 
Higher  Student  Achievement;  Higher  Quality  and  Quantity  of  High  School  Graduates; 
Higher  Parent  and  Community  Involvement;  and  Higher  Adult  Literacy. 

The  inclusion  of  core  goals  or  beliefs  is  another  common  component  of  master  planning  documents. 
The  Taos,  New  Mexico  "Mega  Plan"  includes  a  series  of  ten  beliefs  and  values,  expressed  in 
paragraph  form.  The  beliefs  and  values  expressed  in  this  document  include,  for  example, 
the  beliefs  that  "learners  must  first  of  all  be  healthy  both  mentally  and  physically.,.;  that 
parents  or  guardians  must  become  involved  with  the  education  of  their  children,,,;  that  a 
good  teacher  is  the  key  to  a  good  school  system...;  and  a  good  school  system  delivers  an 
articulated  school  program  from  grade  to  grade."  In  the  Orange  County,  Florida  plan, 
several  values  and  beliefs  are  stated  for  students,  learning,  staff,  parents  and  commimity, 
and  school  and  worksites.  No  matter  how  they  are  specifically  stated,  the  district  mission 
and  core  set  of  beliefs  serve  in  all  cases  as  the  basis  for  the  development  of  the  specifics  in 
the  master  plan.  Most  plans  are  then  divided  into  sections  in  which  the  general  district 
mission  and  beliefs  are  more  clearly  defined.  Common  sections  include  curriculum, 
students,  staff  development.,  parent  and /or  community  involvement,  school  climate  or 
environment,  and  facilities. 

Although  there  are  commonalities  among  plans,  they  differ  substantially  in  terms  of  components,  level 
of  specificity,  implementation  strategies,  and  assessment  and  evaluation  strategies.  For  example, 
the  Providence  and  Rio  Grande  master  plans  include  fairly  specific  implementation 
information  including  the  person  or  persons  responsible  for  the  implementation  of  each 
aspect  of  the  plan,  the  resources  needed  for  implementation,  the  expected  outcomes  for 
implementation  and  methods  for  measuring  these  outcomes.  The  St.  Paul  plan  specifies 
specific  objectives  and  expected  outcomes  but  is  not  as  specific  about  persons  responsible 
for  implementation  or  methods  of  assessment. 

There  are  several  key  factors  that  appear  to  influence  these  areas  of  variability.  The  first 
factor  relates  to  the  role  of  the  district  administration.  In  some  cases,  the  district 
administrative  organization  chart  is  relatively  flat,  that  is,  administrators  spend  little  time 
"administering"  and  a  lot  of  time  serving  as  resource  people  for  school-level  staff.  This 
seeins  to  be  the  case  when  a  district  embraces  site-based  management.  In  terms  of  plan 
specificity,  in  districts  where  site-based  management  has  been  in  place  for  a  number  of  years,  the 
general  district  planning  documents  do  not  include  much  specificity  in  terms  of  goals,  objectives  and 
implementation.  Instead,  each  school  is  responsible  for  preparing  a  site  plan  that  articulates 
the  general  district  mission  and  goals  within  a  site-specific  context.  These  plans  are  then 
submitted  to  the  district  for  approval.  In  Providence  and  Dayton,  two  districts  that  are  in 
the  process  of  moving  to  site-based  management  and  "flatter"  district  organization  charts, 
the  district  master  plans  include  fairly  specific  information  concerning  goals  and  objectives 
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in  specific  areas  such  as  curriculum  and  staff  development,  implementation  timelines,  and 
criteria  for  evaluating  success  of  implementation.  However,  even  in  these  cases,  sites  are 
asked  to  submit  site-plans  that  more  clearly  tie  implementation  strategies  to  the  specific  site. 

Another  factor  that  contributes  to  the  wide  variation  among  plans  is  the  nature  of  state  education 
reforms  efforts  and  state  mandates.  For  example,  in  Texas,  there  exists  a  state-wide  assessment 
system  (TAAS).  Accordingly,  the  Rio  Grande  master  plarming  components  relating  to 
student  achievement  and  assessment  are  geared  toward  success  on  the  TAAS.  In  addition, 
according  to  the  superintendent,  the  components  of  the  master  plan  in  Rio  Grande  are 
mandated  to  a  certain  extent  by  the  state.  In  St.  Paul,  a  state  goal  is  to  reduce  the  drop-out 
rate.  Accordingly,  the  St.  Paul  master  plan  speaks  to  graduation  rates.  In  Florida,  the  state 
has  adopted  "Blueprint  2000",  a  set  of  state-wide  goals  for  educational  improvement;  in 
Orange  County,  the  district  master  plan  must  incorporate  these  state  goals.  State  mandates 
and  court  orders  also  affect  the  way  in  which  LEP  students,  minorities,  and  other  special 
populations  are  incorporated  into  master  planning  documents.  These  factors,  as  well  as 
others  that  affect  the  methods  by  which  LEP  student  needs  are  addressed  in  master  planning 
documents,  are  described  in  the  next  section. 


2.  Methods  by  Which  Learning  Environments  or  Educational  Programs  for  LEP 
Students  are  Addressed  in  Plans 

There  are  basically  four  ways  in  which  learning  environments  and  educational  progranns  for 
LEP  students  are  addressed  in  master  plans  by  school  districts.  Which  of  the  four  strategies 
a  district  chooses  to  use  depends  on  a  number  of  factors  including  state  mandates,  the  size 
of  the  LEP  population,  the  extent  to  which  the  LEP  population  is  homogeneous  or 
heterogeneous,  how  vocal  these  groups  are  within  the  school  system,  and  the  district's  goals. 
Each  of  these  four  strategies  is  described  below. 

•  The  general  master  plan  is  a  LEP  plan.  This  is  most  likely  to  occur  when  the  district  has 
a  very  large,  fairly  homogeneous  LEP  population,  as  is  the  case  in  Taos,  NM.  In 
Taos,  there  is  one  planning  document  called  the  "MEGA  Plan".  This  plan  includes 
student  goals  directly  related  to  LEP  educational  programs  such  as  the 
implementation  of  a  whole  language  approach  to  teaching  reading,  which  stresses  the 
use  of  English  as  well  as  other  languages,  and  the  improvement  of  oral 
communication  skills.  Staff  development  objectives  include  items  such  as  training  in 
the  use  of  alternative  assessments. 

•  A  separate  planning  document  is  created  for  LEP  students.  Several  of  the  districts 
represented  in  the  focus  group  had  developed  separate  planning  documents  for  LEP 
students.  The  content  and  approacli  of  tliese  documents  varied,  as  did  the  reason  for 
their  creation.  In  some  cases,  a  separate  plan  is  mandated  by  the  state  (Cambridge) 
or  by  court  order  (Orange  County).  Rio  Grande  and  Providence  also  have  separate 
LEP  plans.  In  Cam^bridge,  the  district  level  plan  deals  with  issues  relating  to  teacher 
credentials,  assessment,  and  monitoring.  Because  of  site-based  management,  each 
school  in  Cambridge  is  responsible  for  creating  its  own  site-based  LEP  plan  based  on 
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the  number  of  students  and  the  language  groups  represented.  The  Rio  Grande  and 
Orange  County  plans  are  both  fairly  comprehensive.  They  include  a  philosophy  and 
goal  statements  specific  to  LEP  students  and  contain  sections  on  assessment, 
placement,  curriculum,  instruction,  staff  development,  personnel,  parent  involvement, 
and  evaluation  and  exit  criteria.  The  Rio  Grande  plan  is  interesting  in  that  it  is  fully 
integrated  into  the  general  master  plan;  there  are  goals  in  the  general  plan  that  refer 
specifically  to  the  implementation  of  the  bilingual  plan.  In  Providence,  there  are 
several  distinct  language  groups  represented  among  the  LEP  population.  In  this 
district,  an  Advisory  Council  on  Latino  Youth  developed  a  LEP  plan  specifically  for 
Latino  LEP  students.  The  plan,  called  LIFT  (Language  Instruction  For  Transition), 
includes  recommendations  from  the  Advisory  Council  concerning  staffing  and 
facilities  professional  development  and  training,  parent  involvement  and 
implementation. 

•  LEP  students  are  discussed  within  the  general  plan.  In  several  of  the  districts  we 
examined,  LEP  student  needs  were  incorporated  into  the  general  planning  document. 
The  reasons  for  this  varied.  For  example,  St.  Paul,  although  it  has  a  substantial 
number  of  LEP  students,  does  not  at  present  have  a  separate  bilingual  plan.  This  is 
deliberate,  because  the  St.  Paul  plan  stresses  "education  for  all  students"  and  the  plan 
developers  chose  not  to  talk  separately  about  LEP  students.  The  goal  in  St.  Paul  was 
to  show  the  commimity  that  all  students,  including  LEP  and  other  special 
populations  are  expected  to  achieve  the  same  levels  of  success.  In  Carpentersville, 
the  LEP  population  varies  from  site  to  site.  In  this  district,  where  site-based 
management  is  in  place,  schools  with  LEP  students  are  required  to  plan  for  these 
students  in  their  site  plans. 

•  LEP  programs  and  procedures  are  described  in  a  "Handbook".  In  some  cases,  districts  may 
develop  a  handbook  for  teachers,  administrators,  and  other  school  staff  which 
describes  all  of  the  guidelines  and  procedures  of  the  programs  for  LEP  students. 
This  is  the  case  in  Dayton,  where  they  have  a  small  number  of  LEP  students  and  no 
separate  LEP  plan,  per  se.  In  other  cases,  such  as  Orange  County,  a  handbook  is 
developed  in  addition  to  a  LEP  plan. 

The  number  of  different  ways  in  which  districts  address  learning  environments  for  LEP  students 
reflect  the  diversity  in  attitudes  toward  the  appropriate  ways  to  include  LEP  students  in  the  master 
planning  process.  During  the  focus  group  discussions  it  became  evident  that  even  in  the 
states  where  separate  LEP  plans  are  mandated,  the  superintendents  had  very  different 
opinions  about  whether  or  not  there  should  be  a  separate  planning  document  for  LEP 
students.  A  number  of  superintendents  stated  that  having  a  separate  LEP  plan  may  do  more 
harm  than  good.  Some  of  these  superintendents  felt  that  singling  out  LEP  students  in  the 
planning  process  made  it  easier  to  single  them  out  for  other  reasons,  like,  for  example, 
budget  cuts.  Others  felt  that  incorporating  LEP  students  into  the  general  master  plan  sent 
a  positive  message  to  all  students  and  faculty  that  the  expectations  for  LEP  students  were 
the  same  as  those  for  all  other  students.  A  number  of  the  superintendents,  however,  felt 
that  it  was  very  important  to  have  a  separate  LEP  planning  document  because  it  gave  LEP 
students  and  t}\eir  families  ownership  of  the  master  planning  process  and  provided 
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"evidence"  to  them  that  providing  services  for  LEP  students  was  important.  Some 
superintendents  felt  that  even  if  the  goals  for  LEP  and  non-LEP  students  were  the  same,  the 
methods  for  achieving  those  goals  were  so  different  for  LEP  students  that  there  had  to  be 
a  separate  LEP  plan. 

3.        Services  for  LEP  Students  Described  in  Master  Planning  Documents 

Most  districts  include  specific  procedures  for  assessment  and  placement  into  LEP  programs,  as  well 
as  specific  criteria  for  exiting  from  LEP  programs  in  their  planning  documents.  Specific  initial 
placement  and  entry  criteria  are  spelled  out  in  many  plans.  In  Dayton,  at  the  time  of 
enrollment,  if  it  is  determined  that  the  child  speaks  a  language  other  than  English,  he  or  she 
is  then  evaluated  by  an  ESL  coordinator.  If  it  is  determined  during  this  evaluation  that  the 
child  is  limited  in  his  or  her  English  proficiency,  a  language  assessment  scale  is  administered 
and,  if  it  is  determined  that  placement  in  an  LEP  program  is  needed,  this  placement  occurs, 
according  to  specified  guidelines,  within  10  days  of  registration.  Similar  procedures  are 
followed  in  most  districts.  Overall,  the  goals  that  districts  have  for  LEP  students  are  to 
enable  them  to  participate  in  non-LEP  instruction  and  to  achieve  the  same  levels  of  success 
(academically  and  culturally)  as  non-LEP  students.  For  this  reason,  the  ultimate  goal  of 
most  LEP  programs  is  successful  transition  into  a  non-LEP  program  of  instruction. 
Methods  for  assessing  progress  toward  this  goal  include  traditional  methods  such  as  the  use 
of  criterion  referenced  tests  (in  Rio  Grande,  for  example,  LEP  students  are  tested  with  the 
state  assessment  tool,  TAAS),  oral  language  proficiency  tests,  ?s  well  as  alternative 
assessments  such  as  portfolios.  In  a  number  of  districts,  including  Rio  Grande,  widely  used 
assessment  tools  are  translated  into  native  languages  (in  this  case,  Spanish)  to  more 
accurately  assess  LEP  student  achievement.  A  considerable  amount  of  attention  in  the 
planning  documents  is  devoted  to  the  discussion  of  alternative  methods  of  assessment  and 
criteria  for  exiting  LEP  programs.  In  addition,  many  plans  include  a  discussion  of  methods 
for  tracking  former  LEP  student  success  in  non-LEP  programs.  For  example,  in  Cambridge, 
specific  elementary  and  secondary  school  teachers  are  given  the  responsibility  of  tracking 
exited  students  to  ensure  that  they  continue  to  make  academic  progress. 

Methods  of  instruction  for  LEP  students  varied  widely  from  district  to  district.  In  Cambridge, 
several  types  of  programs  are  offered,  including  a  two-way  language  immersion  program 
in  Spanish.  In  this  site-based  management  district,  there  are  several  specific  bilingual  and 
LEP  programs  at  different  schools.  Because  Cambridge  parents  can  send  their  children  to 
any  school  in  the  district,  there  are  several  schools  with  well  developed  bilingual  programs 
for  Portuguese,  Spanish,  Chinese,  and  Korean  students.  In  Dayton,  the  program  is 
essentially  a  transitional  language  program  and  students  are  mainstreamed  in  subject  areas 
where  they  can  effectively  participate  in  classes  with  non-LEP  students.  The  Taos  plan 
focuses  on  the  whole  language  approach  which  stresses  proficiency  in  English  as  well  as 
other  languages. 

Teacher  education  and  training  and/or  staff  development  (for  all  staff  working  with  LEP  students) 
is  a  key  element  in  most  plans.  In  the  Providence  plan,  specific  staff  requirements  for  teaching 
LEP  students  are  listed.  In  the  Cambridge  plan,  there  are  plans  for  providing  additional 
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training  for  teachers  who  are  "grandfathered"  ESL  teachers  and  the  site-based  plans  must 
include  professional  development  and  other  related  training  for  staff.  The  Rio  Grande  plan 
and  Orange  County  plans  include  staff  development  sections  and  the  Dayton  ESL  Teacher 
handbook  incl  ides  job  descriptions  for  a  variety  of  positions  related  to  teachmg  Lhl 
students.  Importantly,  in  almost  all  plans,  including  those  districts  without  separate  LEP 
plar.^  there  are  plans  for  staff  development  and  multicultural  training  for  all  school  statt. 
The  Vlans  also  address  the  need  for  "cultivating"  bilingual  teachers,  by  mcludmg  plans  for 
programs  to  send  bilingual  parents,  paraprofessionals  and  graduating  h:gh  ^^hool  s^dents 
to  teacher  training  programs.    Most  district  master  plans  have  as  a  goal  or  objective 
nc  e!2is  multicultural  sensitivity  and  awareness  among  school  staff  m  order  to  enable 
them  to  work  more  effectively  with  LEP  and  other  minority  students.  The  types  of  Ixammg 
described  ^  the  plans  are  designed  to  improve  relationships  between  teachers  and  students 
and  also  relationships  between  teachers  and  parents. 

Improved  parent  involvement  is  seen  as  an  important  factor  contributing  to  the  success  of  LEP 
students  and,  as  a  result,  many  plans  include  strong  parent  i^^'^^'^!''^' ''^Z^ 
for  increased  Involvement  of  parents  of  LEP  students  is  complicated  by  the  fact  that  these 
parent   are  limited  in  their  English  proficiency.    The  Rio  Grande  plan  mcludes  as  an 
o^ect ive  ^e  translation  of  parent  newsletters  into  Spanish.  In  Cambridge,  they  hoM  parent 
mTetogs  Slanguages  other  than  English  so  that  all  parents  can  participate.  In  Oklahoma 
St^  The  districUs  ^ing  to  provide  adult  ESL  instruction  in  order  to  -Pjove  the  parents 
aiiUty  to  communicate  with  die  school  and  to  help  parents  learn  to  help  their  children  witi^ 
school  work.  In  CarpentersviUe,  the  district  has  created  two  new  positions,  family  educators 
and  family  school  liaisons.  These  people  come  from  the  community  and  are  charged  with 
bringing  parents  into  the  schools  and  trying  to  work  with  young  LEP  students  before  they 
reXchool  age.  This  idea  of  improving  learning  readiness  of  LEP  children  is  a  common 
herae  amongL  various  plans.  Many  of  the  plans  address  broader  family-related  socia 
service  issues.  For  example,  the  Providence  plans  have  recommended  the  development  of 
"child  opportunity  zones"  (COZs)  which  are  designed  to  meet  a  variety  of  social  service 
needs  including  clinical  and  medical  needs.  Cambridge,  Dayton,  and  Rio  Grande  are  also 
trying  to  develop  similar  programs. 


Summary 


Focus  group  participants  agreed  that  there  are  several  key  elements  mvolved  m  successful 
general  and  LEP  specific  planning.  First,  master  plans  in  general  should  contam  a  clearly 
defined  mission  or  vision  for  the  district.    The  n^ssion  for  the  district  should  be 
accompanied  by  specific  goals  and  objectives,  critical  success  indicators  evaluation  critena 
and  methodology,  timelines  for  implementation,  and  plans  for  accountability.  P^^g 
LEP  students  should  contain  the  same  components,  but  careful  attention  should  be  paid  to 
the  special  issues  for  LEP  stiidents.  These  special  issues  include  educating  the  staff  (at  the 
district  and  school  level)  and  the  students  about  the  language,  customs,  and  cultiiral  mores 
of  the  language  minority  groups.  Training  the  staff  to  recognize  and  properly  assess  LEP 
student  achievement,  training  parents  to  become  more  involved  ^^^^^f^^l'^'Z 
children,  and  creating  learning  environments  that  maximize  the  probability  of  success  for 
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LEP  students  are  also  important.  All  of  the  superintendents  agreed  that  these  components 
of  education  for  LEP  students  should  be  developed  within  the  guidelines  of  state  laws  and 
mandates,  and  with  the  interests  of  the  community  in  which  the  school  system  operates  in 
clear  focus. 
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B.     Development  of  District  Master  Plans 

1.        People  Involved  in  Drafting  the  Master  Plans  and  the  Rationale  for  Selecting 
Them 

Most  superintendents  agreed  that  it  was  important  to  involve  all  key  stakeholders  in  the  planning 
process.  One  superintendent  talked  about  involving  everyone  in  planning  who  will  be 
affected  by  the  plan  when  it  is  implemented.  These  stakeholders  include; 

•  district  staff 

•  principals 

•  teachers 

•  school  support  staff 

•  students  (mainly  at  the  high  school  level) 

•  parents  (representing  all  special  populations) 

•  community  members  (without  children  in  school) 

•  members  of  the  business  community 

•  representatives  of  local  institutions  of  higher  education 

•  school  board  members 

All  superintendents  felt  that  one  of  the  most  important  goals  of  the  plaiming  process  was 
to  insure  that  all  parties  involved  in  or  affected  by  what  happens  in  the  schools  should  feel 
a  sense  of  "ownership"  of  the  final  documents  and  of  the  process. 

In  many  cases,  the  school  hoard  was  brought  into  the  process  at  a  very  early  stage.  In  a  number 
of  instances,  the  school  board  was  involved  in  the  decision  to  begin  the  strategic  planning 
process.  One  superintendent  spoke  of  convincing  the  board  that  strategic  plaiming  was  their 
idea.  In  order  to  gain  school  board  support,  a  number  of  tactics  were  used.  In  a  few 
districts,  a  consultant  was  brought  in  and  made  a  presentation  to  the  board.  A  number  of 
superintendents  agreed  that  it  was  a  good  idea  to  have  an  outside  person  present  the  idea 
because  the  board  was  more  likely  to  take  the  idea  seriously  if  it  came  from  a  "professional". 
In  addition,  the  superintendents  felt  that  it  was  not  always  a  good  idea  to  make  the  idea  of 
strategic  planning  the  "superintendent's  idea".  In  Providence,  the  situation  was  slightly 
different,  however.  The  superintendent  did  not  feel  that  he  would  have  the  support  of  his 
board  to  begin  the  process  of  strategic  planning.  He  first  formed  a  group  of  key 
stakeholders,  one  of  whom  was  a  sympathetic  board  member.  The  group  came  up  with  a 
strategy  for  planning  and  then  the  ideas  were  presented  to  the  board  for  approval.  Other 
key  stakeholders  were  brought  into  the  strategic  planning  process  at  varying  points  in  time, 
depending  in  large  part  on  the  procedures  for  planning  followed  in  each  district. 

The  extent  to  which  other  stakeholders  were  involved  in  the  master  planning  process  differed  from 
district  to  district.  In  districts  with  site-based  management,  such  as  Cambridge  and 
Carpentersville  and  to  some  extent.  Providence,  school  teams  or  committees  were  created. 
These  groups  had  teacher,  parent,  school  administration,  and  school  support  staff  members. 
The  committees  provided  primary  input  into  planning.  In  Orange  County,  a  committee  of 
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parents  was  formed  to  have  input  into  the  process.  In  Oklahoma  City,  the  situation  was  a 
little  different.  Here,  a  private  group  called  the  Education  Roundtable,  made  up  of 
community  people,  business  people,  imiversity  people,  some  school  board  members,  and 
some  district  and  school  staff  members  was  the  primary  group  for  master  planning.  In  Taos, 
a  "MEGA  Committee"  was  formed  which  included  members  from  the  business  community, 
service  clubs  and  other  community  organizations,  school  and  district  staff,  including  the 
Director  of  Instruction  as  an  ex-officio  member,  and  a  few  University  of  New  Mexico  pe^  -le 
as  facilitators.  The  "MEGA  Committee"  was  responsible  for  developing  the  beginnings  of 
the  strategic  plan.  In  Orange  County,  parent  input  to  the  plan  was  obtained  via  a  Parent 
Leadership  Council  which  includes  members  from  all  of  the  major  language  groups 
represented  in  the  district.  In  some  districts,  the  groups  or  individuals  who  had  been  most 
vocal  were  asked  to  participate  in  the  planning  process.  In  Providence,  for  example,  the 
Latino  community  had  been  the  most  vocal  about  education  for  LEP  students,  so 
representatives  from  this  community  were  asked  to  form  an  advisory  council  to  provide 
recommendations  to  the  district  about  bilingual  education. 

While  all  categories  of  district  and  school  staff  and  special  interest  groups  were  involved  in  the 
creation  of  general  master  plans,  their  roles  varied  widely  from  district  to  district.  In  districts  with 
site-based  management,  tiie  role  of  school-level  staff  and  parents  in  developing  school 
planning  documents  was  much  greater  than  tiie  role  of  district  staff.  However,  in  tiiese 
districts,  school-level  stakeholders  seemed  to  have  had  little  influence  in  the  process  of 
developing  district  mission  statements.  In  Rio  Grande,  ti^e  state  mandates  regarding  the 
Educational  Improvement  Council  dictated,  to  some  extent,  the  role  that  school-level  and 
district-level  staff  could  play  in  tiie  planning  process.  The  superintendent  in  Rio  Grande, 
however,  by  forming  the  "ad  hoc"  committee,  changed  the  balance  of  influence  in  strategic 
planning  to  some  extent.  In  Orange  County,  a  core  of  specially  trained  dishrict  staff  were 
mainly  responsible  for  plan  development  but  parental  input  was  still  important  and  was 
provided  by  the  Parent  Leadership  Council.  Many  dishricts  seemed  to  rely  heavily  on  senior 
district  administrative  staff  members  to  perform  the  writing  tasks  associated  with  master 
planning. 

There  are  also  differences  among  the  districts  concerning  who  was  he  involved  in  creating  LEP 
planning  documents.  In  Rio  Grande  and  Orange  County  the  people  who  develop  LEP  plans 
are  essentially  the  same  as  those  who  developed  ti^e  general  master  plans.  In  both  cases, 
however,  the  coordinator  of  bilingual  education  was  a  key  player  as  were  parents  of 
language  minority  students.  In  Oklahoma  City,  tiiere  are  district-level  coordinators  for  tiie 
three  major  minority  groups:  Asian,  Hispanic,  and  Native  American.  These  individuals  were 
key  players  in  the  development  of  plans  for  LEP  stijdents,  which  were  incorporated  into  the 
general  planning  documents.  In  Providence,  tiie  Latino  Advisory  Council  was  primarily 
responsible  for  drafting  tiie  LIFT  plan,  which  laid  out  a  strategy  for  educating  Latino 
students. 


2.       Processes  Used  to  Create  Drafts  of  Planning  Documents 

One  superintendent  characterized  the  writing  process  as  "like  an  accordion  -  you  open  it  up,  get 

13 

Vo84 


feedback  and  then  close  it  up  and  revise  it,  then  you  open  it  up  again  for  more  feedback../';  this 
characterized  most  processes.  The  general  process  for  most  districts  was  to  obtain  input  and 
recommendations  from  all  of  the  key  constituencies  concerning  what  they  would  want  to 
see  in  the  plan.  The  next  step  was  to  write  a  draft,  obtain  feedback  on  the  draft,  and  then 
revise.  This  process  continued  in  most  districts  until  all  of  the  key  players  (including  the 
community)  agreed  on  the  resulting  planning  documents.  The  final  step  in  all  cases  was  to 
bring  the  documents  to  the  school  board  for  approval. 

Although  the  basic  steps  of  this  process  were  virtually  the  same  for  ail  districts,  the  intricacies  of  the 
process  differed  from  one  district  to  the  next.  In  Taos,  the  MEGA  Committee  was  divided  into 
six  sub-committees  relating  to  the  different  areas  the  plan  would  address.  Each  sub- 
committee held  public  hearings  of  community  and  school  staff  people  to  get  ideas  for  goals 
for  each  section.  Once  the  hearings  were  completed,  the  sub-committees  developed  goals 
for  each  area,  ultimately  deciding  on  111  goals  for  the  district.  Task  f orchis  were  set  up  to 
take  the  goals  in  each  area  and  decide  on  the  strategies  for  achieving  each  goal.  Each  task 
force  worked  with  the  sub-committee  that  developed  the  specific  goals  and  with  the 
community  in  creating  and  revising  drafts  of  their  sections  of  the  plan. 

In  St.  Paul,  the  school  board  developed  an  initial  mission  statement  and  set  of  goals.  The 
superintendent  established  a  "Blue  Ribbon  Commission"  made  up  of  representatives  from 
all  of  the  stakeholder  groups.  This  commission  looked  at  the  mission  and  goals  of  the 
school  board,  revised  them  a  little,  and  developed  a  direction  for  the  district.  A  second 
committee  of  stakeholders  worked  with  the  staff  at  each  school  to  get  feedback  and 
recommendations  for  the  draft  strategic  plan.  This  second  committee  used  the  "accordion 
process"  to  develop  and  revise  drafts  until  a  final  strategic  plan  was  ready  for  presentation 
to  the  school  board.  Although  the  committee  worked  with  the  commimity  to  get  input,  the 
actual  writing  of  the  plan  was  done  by  a  small  group  of  district  staff.  The  entire  planning 
process  took  over  two  years  in  St.  Paul. 

In  districts  with  substantial  state  mandates  for  strategic  planning,  the  process  of  developing  a  plan 
was  slightly  different.  For  example,  in  Orange  Coimty,  there  is  an  office  at  the  district  level 
that  is  responsible  for  developing  and  tracking  the  progress  of  the  general  and  the  bilingual 
master  plans.  Tb-?  staff  of  this  office  conducts  all  of  the  activities  relating  to  master 
planning,  includ.xig  writing  and  obtaining  feedback  from  the  community  and  other 
constituent  groups.  In  Rio  Grande,  the  superintendent  appointed  an  "ad  hoc"  comimittee 
which  consisted  of  the  Curriculum  Director,  the  Bilingual  Director,  the  Special  Education 
Director,  some  school-level  staff,  and. some  board  members.  This  committee  develops  all  of 
the  master  planning  documents  (including  the  LEP  plan)  and  performs  all  of  the  functions 
involved  in  developing  the  plan.  The  documents  they  develop  are  then  presented  to  a 
District  Educational  Improvement  Council,  made  up  of  two-tliirds  teachers,  one-third 
administrators  or  non-teaching  personnel,  which  is  elected  by  the  schools  and  approved  by 
the  board.  The  existence  of  this  council  is  mandated  by  the  state. 

Districts  with  site-base  management  had  still  a  different  process  for  developing  drafts.  In 
Cambridge,  school  committees  made  up  of  parents  and  staff,  were  elected  through  a  detailed 
process.  Each  school  committee  was  trained  by  the  superintendent  in  the  process  of  strategic 
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planning  including  the  vision  of  the  district  and  the  special  interest  groups  that  the 
committee  might  want  to  consult  in  developing  the  school  improvement  plan.  Once  the 
training  was  completed  (it  took  five  nights  at  each  school),  the  committee  was  virtually  on 
its  own  to  develop  a  plan  based  on  some  guidance  from  the  district.  In  Carpentersville,  staff 
and  parents  from  each  school  volunteered  to  sit  on  a  school  improvement  team.  A  parent 
representative,  staff  representative  and  administrative  representative  from  each  school  was 
trained  in  the  IDEA  process  of  facilitation  which  included  training  in  teaming  and  consensus 
building  as  well  as  decision-making.  These  representatives  then  trained  the  rest  of  the 
school  improvement  team;  the  team  as  a  whole  developed  the  school  improvement  plan. 

3.        Resources  Used  to  Develop  the  Plans 

Outside  sources  of  assistance  were  used  by  most  of  the  districts.  These  sources  of  assistance  were: 

•  consultants  or  facilitators  specializing  in  strategic  planning 

•  members  of  the  business  community 

•  the  higher  education  community 

•  other  school  districts  who  had  developed  master  plans 

A  number  of  superintendents  reported  that  they  had  hired  consultants  to  assist  in  various 
phases  of  the  planning  process.  In  Banning,  a  very  small  district  with  few  resources,  a 
county  education  department  employee  served  as  a  facilitator  for  the  beginning  planning 
process.  This  woman,  provided  to  the  district  free  of  charge,  served  as  the  group  facilitator 
because,  according  to  the  superintendent,  it  is  very  difficult  for  staff  members  to  talk  openly 
when  the  superintendent  facilitates  the  group.  In  Taos,  the  MEGA  committee  was  aided  by 
several  consultants  from  the  University  of  New  Mexico.  Cam.bridge  and  Dayton  benefitted 
from  the  services  of  Bill  Cook.  St.  Paul  also  utilized  a  private  consultant  to  begin  the 
planning  process. 

Members  of  the  business  community  participated  in  the  planning  process  in  a  number  of 
ways.  In  many  instances  they  provided  in-kind  contributions  such  as  space  for  meetings. 
For  example,  in  Cambridge,  Polaroid  provided  meeting  rooms  for  the  plaiming  process. 
This,  according  to  the  superintendent,  helped  the  participants  feel  more  "business-like"  and 
serious  about  their  task.  In  Oklahoma  City,  the  business  community  was  involved  in  the 
process  through  the  Education  Roundtable.  The  Roundtable  hired  a  consultant  from 
Southwestern  Bell  to  help  guide  the  strategic  planning  process.  In  St.  Paul,  the  business 
community  provided  meetin^  places,  use  of  computers  and  other  in-kind  services  that  aided 
the  planning  process  tl.ere. 

Institutions  of  higher  education  were  also  signiticant  contributors  to  the  master  planning 
process  in  the  distiicts.  University  staff  often  served  as  facilitators  or  consultants.  This  was 
the  case,  for  example,  in  Taos,  Oklahoma  City,  Rio  Grande,  Cambridge,  and  Providence. 
Local  universities  also  provided  meeting  space  and  other  in-kind  services  that  aided  the 
planning  process,  hi  Cambridge  and  Providence,  the  Multicultural  Center  at  Brown 
University  was  a  useful  source  for  LEP  planning. 
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In  addition  to  these  resources,  many  superintendents  reported  that,  before  planning  began, 
their  staff  and /or  their  planning  teams  visited  other  school  districts  who  had  undergone 
substantial  changes.  During  these  visits,  the  teams  talked  to  individuals  who  were  involved 
in  plarming  and  tried  to  evaluate  what  the  other  districts  had  done  correctly  and  where  their 
planning  processes  had  been  unsuccessful. 

Most  of  the  superintendents  also  mentioned  their  state  education  agencies  as  a  resource  for  strategic 
plan  development,  especially  in  the  area  of  bilingual  education.  The  usefulness  of  the  SEA  as  a 
resource,  however,  was  a  source  of  debate.  In  districts  where  the  SEA  was  characterized  as 
"service  oriented"  and  genuinely  interested  in  the  change  process,  the  superintendents 
agreed  that  the  SEA  staff  members  served  as  useful  resources  during  the  planning  process. 
In  cases  where  the  SEA  was  described  as  "primarily  interested  in  monitoring... mostly 
concerned  with  whether  the  "I"s  were  dotted  and  the  "T"s  were  crossed,"  the  superintendents 
were  unimpressed  with  the  usefulness  of  the  SEA  as  a  resource  for  planning.  Most 
superintendents  agreed  that  "going  out  of  the  box"  in  terms  of  finding  creative  strategies  for 
plamiing  and  developing  creative  "challenging"  goals  for  their  districts  were  important 
characteristics  of  their  plans.  When  SEAs  had  trouble  seeing  beyond  their  regulatory 
functions,  the  superintendents  felt  that  they  had  to  work  around  the  SEA  not  with  the  SEA. 


4.        Steps  Used  to  Review  and  Finalize  Plans 

Although  the  last  step  in  most  districts  was  to  get  school  board  approval  for  the  planning  documents, 
the  most  important  step,  according  to  the  superintendents,  was  to  make  sure  all  of  the  constituent 
groups  felt  they  had  oxonership  of  the  plans.  In  many  cases,  this  seemed  to  be  a  matter  of  going 
back  to  the  constituent  groups  who  had  provided  their  input  into  the  planning  process 
and /or  feedback  to  drafts  of  the  documents  and  showing  them  that  their  comments  and 
concerns  had  been  addressed.  The  superintendents  all  talked  about  "selling"  their  plans 
through  community  meetings,  by  going  to  churches  and  talking  to  various  groups  about  the 
plan,  and  using  the  media  to  promote  the  plans.  In  many  cases  the  final  approval  of  the 
plans  by  the  school  board  was  fairly  easy.  In  Cambridge,  representatives  from  each  school 
committee  presented  their  school  strategic  plan  to  the  school  board  for  approval.  Although 
it  took  a  while  for  all  of  the  schools  to  present,  the  plans  passed  with  few  changes.  In 
Providence,  not  only  did  the  plan  get  approval,  but  the  budget  for  the  plan,  which  included 
a  substantial  increase  in  funding,  also  passed  without  one  dollar  being  cut.  The 
superintendent  attributed  this,  to  a  certain  extent,  to  the  fact  that  the  board  and  the 
community  were  already  behind  the  plan. 


5.  Summary 

Most  of  the  superintendents  agreed  that  there  were  several  key  components  to  successful 
master  planjiing: 

•  get  all  key  stakeholder  groups  involved  in  the  planning  process 

•  make  sure  all  of  the  key  players  in  the  master  planning  process  understand  the 

16 


ERIC 


1G87 


mission  of  the  process  and  have  the  same  knowledge  base 

•  utilize  a  small  team  of  people  to  actually  put  the  master  planning  ideas  on  paper 

•  distribute  drafts  of  the  documents  to  all  key  stakeholder  groups  for  feedback 

•  when  available,  utilize  outside  resources  such  as  the  business  and  highei  education 
communities  for  technical  support  and  in-kind  contributions 

•  make  sure  all  of  the  constituent  groups  feel  that  the  final  product  addresses  their 
needs  and  concerns 
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C.     Implementation  of  Master  Plans 


1.        The  Primary  Persons  Who  are  Charged  with  Implementation 

Although  the  district  superintendent  and  the  district  staff  are  ultimately  responsible  for  plan 
implementation,  actual  implementation  is  usually  carried  out  by  principals,  teachers,  and  other 
school-level  staff.  In  most  districts,  it  is  the  assistant  superintendent  or  superintendent  who 
has  the  primary  responsibiUty  for  implementing  the  district  plan,  while  each  school  principal 
has  the  responsibility  for  implementation  at  the  school  level.  In  many  cases,  for  example, 
each  school  must  create  its  own  strategic  plan  based  on  the  district  master  plan.  This  is 
especially  true  in  di^^tricts  where  site-based  management  has  been  put  into  place. 
Sometimes,  this  type  of  accountability  is  mandated  by  the  state.  For  example,  in  Texas,  state 
legislation  gives  the  superintendent  responsibility  for  District  Student  Achievement  Plans 
(DSAP),  the  district  master  plan,  but  individual  principals  are  responsible  for  Campus 
Student  Achievement  Plans  (CSAP).  Other  districts,  including  Cambridge,  Oklahoma  City, 
Providence,  and  St.  Paul,  described  a  similar  authority  structure. 

Most  superintendents  agreed  that  for  LEP  plans  it  was  best  to  have  a  single  district  administrator 
in  charge  of  implementation  and  a  specific  teacher  or  other  school  staff  person  responsible  for 
monitoring  the  plan  at  the  school  level  In  Cambridge,  for  example,  there  is  one  person  at  each 
school  who  is  charged  with  monitoring  the  success  of  students  who  have  been  exited  from 
the  LEP  programs. 

At  the  school  level,  many  districts  employ  a  team  approach  to  implementation,  with  support  from 
district  staff.  Often,  implementation  at  the  school  level  is  brought  about  by  implementation 
teams  or  task  forces  largely  composed  of  teaching  and  support  staff,  and  community 
members.  The  district  role,  especially  where  there  is  site-based  management,  is  to  support. 
In  Providence,  district  administrators  and  resource  staff  are  assigned  to  particular  schools 
and  assist  school  development  teams  with  the  implementation  of  their  individual  plans. 
One  function  of  the  district  staff  member  is  to  help  the  school  improvement  teams  secure 
resources  at  the  district  level  In  Carpentersville,  design  teams  do  the  implementing  within 
each  school. 

For  most  districts,  the  teams  who  implement  the  plans  are  not  the  same  as  those  who  develop  the 
plans.  For  example,  in  Carpentersville,  the  school  imprc^^er  lent  teams  design  the  school 
level  plans.  Once  the  plan  has  been  approved,  a  new  team  is  formed  to  implement  the  plan. 
There  is,  however,  some  overlap  between  development  and  implementation.  In 
Carpentersville,  for  example,  members  of  the  school  improvement  team  can  serve  on  the 
implementation  team.  In  some  districts,  the  design  team  members,  including  district  and 
school  staff  and  members  of  the  community,  often  serve  as  consultants  during  the 
implementation  stage.  This  is  the  case  in  Oklahoma  City  where  the  members  of  the 
Education  Roundtable  provide  feedback  and  technical  assistance  to  the  implementation  team. 
The  stakeholder  group  in  Providence  serves  a  similar  function. 
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2.       The  Critical  Steps  that  are  Involved  in  Effective  Implementation 

Superintendents  described  several  key  elements  that  are  crucial  in  order  for  implementation  to  be 
successful: 

•  strong  community  support  for  the  plan 

•  a  climate  for  change  within  the  district 

•  a  clear  understanding  of  how  the  plan  will  be  funded 

•  a  step  by  step  plan  for  implementation  including  timelines  and  persons  responsible 
for  each  goal  and  objective  of  the  plan 

•  an  understanding  that  the  plans  are  evolving  documents 

Strong  community  support  for  the  master  plan  is  fostered  at  the  development  stage  in  most  cases. 
Most  superintendent  discussed  the  importance  of  including  conununity  groups  in  the 
planning  process.  Once  the  plans  have  been  developed,  the  superintendents  agreed  that  it 
was  important  to  bring  the  plans  back  to  the  contmvinity  to  show  them  how  their  ideas  had 
been  incorporated  and  explain  the  benefits  of  putting  the  plan  into  action.  This  was 
especially  crucial  in  districts  where  the  plan  was  funded  from  tax  increases,  levies,  or  bonds 
issues  such  as  Dayton  and  Oklahoma  City.  In  Rio  Grande  as  well  as  many  other  districts, 
the  superintendents  talked  about  using  the  local  media  to  help  "spread  the  word"  about  the 
master  plan. 

According  to  the  superintendents,  implementing  strategic  plans  at  the  school  level  is  extremely 
difficult  if  school  stajf  is  not  ready  for  change.  In  many  districts,  principals  and  teachers  were 
wary  of  the  plans  because  previous  attempts  to  implement  change  had  meant  a  tremendous 
amount  of  work  for  them  with  little  improvement  or  results,  A  number  of  superintendents 
described  the  efforts  of  previous  district  administrations  or  state  efforts  as  "plans  in  name 
only."  In  a  number  of  cases,  for  example  Cambridge  and  Providence,  opposition  to 
implementation  came  from  teachers  unions.  The  first  step  to  creating  a  climate  for  change 
in  many  districts  was  a  "rational"  one.  In  Cambridge,  the  superintendent  presented  school 
level  data  on  graduation  rates  and  other  student  achievement  data  to  show  school  staff  that 
something  had  to  be  done  to  increase  student  success.  This  superintendent  also  distributed 
research  findings  concerning  models  of  instruction  for  LEP  students  among  the  staff  in  order 
to  gain  support  for  changes  in  classroom  instructional  techniques  for  the  districts'  LEP 
population.  In  St  Paul  and  Rio  Grande,  similar  tactics  were  used.  In  Providence,  an  outside 
evaluation  of  the  school  system  showed  that  a  number  of  changes  needed  to  be  made  within 
the  district  in  order  to  insure  improvements  in  student  achievement. 

Using  facts  to  support  the  need  for  change  was  successful  in  v/inning  the  support  of  many 
school  principals  and  teachers.  In  a  number  of  cases,  however,  there  were  still  school  staff 
members  who  remained  unconvinced  about  the  need  for  change  and  who  resisted  the 
implementation  of  master  plans.  The  superintendents  described  a  number  of  ways  of 
winning  the  support  of  these  individuals.  One  strategy  was  to  introduce  "tl^e  element  of 
fear.*'  For  example,  in  St.  Paul,  the  superintendent  pointed  to  the  school  districts  in  which 
private  companies  had  taken  over  school  management.  He  explained  that  xf  the  master  plan 
was  not  implemented  and  student  achievement  did  not  improve,  the  St.  Paul  district  might 
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be  taken  over  by  private  management.  In  Oklahoma  City,  the  superintendent  removed  a 
principal  from  a  school  because  he  was  not  implementing  the  master  plan  objectives  relating 
to  multicultural  awareness  and  cultural  sensitivity.  Another  strategy  was  to  tie  the  school 
and  district  budgets  to  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the  plan.  In  Dayton  and  Cambridge,  for 
example,  every  item  in  the  school  budgets  had  to  be  tied  to  a  goal  or  objective  in  the  master 
plan.  In  St.  Paul,  if  a  program  was  not  meeting  the  expectations  set  forth  in  the  master  plan, 
funding  for  that  program  was  discontinued. 

Because  they  recognized  that  unanimous  support  and  participation  was  virtually  impossible,  many 
superintendents  concentrated  on  winning  support  from  the  majority.  As  one  district 
superintendent  remarked,  "If  we  can't  get  consensus,  we  want  consent."  In  most  cases, 
winning  consent  meant  getting  those  staff  members  who  did  not  agree  with  or  support  the 
master  plan  to  stop  voicing  opposition  to  the  plan  and  allow  implementation  to  continue. 

Most  superintendents  agreed  that  an  integral  part  of  successful  implementation  is  establishing  clear 
sources  of  funding  for  the  plan  either  by  creating  new  funding  sources  or  by  re-allocating  existing 
funds.  In  many  districts,  additional  funding  was  not  available  for  implementation  of  the 
master  plan.  Crucial  to  the  success  of  implementation  in  the.  ri  cases  was  the  ability  to  re- 
allocate existing  resources  to  pay  for  new  programs  and  other  changes  associated  with  plan 
implementation.  In  Taos,  additional  monies  to  fund  implementation  came  from  the  sale  of 
land  owned  by  the  district.  In  St.  Paul,  the  superintendent  examined  each  program  funded 
by  the  district.  Any  programs  that  were  not  "achieving  results"  were  discontinued  and  those 
funds  were  allocated  to  the  implementation  of  the  programs  under  the  master  plan. 

Some  districts  do  receive  additional  funding  to  implement  their  master  plans.  In 
Providence,  for  example,  the  district  received  additional  funds  from  local  colleges  and 
universities,  the  Providence  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  from  the  state.  In  Dayton,  a 
permanent  bond  issue  has  created  extra  funds.  In  a  few  cases,  state  reform  efforts  create 
additional  funds  for  district  master  plan  implementation.  This  is  the  case  in  St.  Paul,  where 
state  monies  were  made  available  to  pay  for  mandated  staff  development.  In  these  cases 
the  superintendents  discussed  the  importance  of  being  able  to  show  exactly  where  and  how 
these  fimds  will  be  used  to  implement  the  master  plan. 

Another  key  factor  for  successful  implementation  described  by  many  superintendents  is  the  existence 
of  clear  timelines  for  step-by-step  plan  imp\ementation.  Many  plans  include  projected  dates  for 
the  implementation  of  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the  plans.  In  the  Rio  Grande  and 
Providence  plans,  each  objective  is  divided  into  steps.  Each  step  has  a  projected  date  of 
implementation  as  well  as  a  person  or  persons  responsible  for  the  implementation  of  this 
step.  According  to  the  superintendents,  very  detailed  implementation  plans  accomplish  a 
number  of  important  things.  First,  by  dividing  plans  into  small  steps,  they  become  more 
manageable.  Second,  they  establish  a  chain  of  accountability  for  the  plan  —  if  the  objective 
is  not  implemented  by  the  prescribed  date,  there  is  a  particular  person  or  set  of  persons  who 
should  be  able  to  explain  why  this  is  the  case.  Third,  they  enable  the  persons  who  are 
implementing  the  plans  to  get  a  clear  sense  of  what  is  expected  of  them  —  what  specific 
challenges  they  will  face,  when  the  changes  will  occur,  and  how  they  will  be  evaluated,  for 
example. 
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Many  superintendents  felt  that  it  was  important  for  district  and  school  staff  members  to  understand 
that  the  planning  documents  were  not  written  in  stone.  Key  to  successful  implementation  was, 
in  the  eyes  of  many  superintendents,  the  ability  to  modify  the  implementation  process  or 
the  plan  strategies,  if  necessary.  This  concept  is  important,  they  said,  because  it  sends  the 
message  to  district  and  school  staff  and  to  the  community  that  what  is  really  important  is 
the  successful  improvement  of  the  school  system,  not  the  implementation  process  itself.  In 
some  districts,  Carpentersville,  Cambridge,  and  Taos,  for  example,  implementation  teams 
modify  or  update  master  plans  on  the  basis  of  annual  reviews. 

In  all  cases,  implementation  of  a  master  plan  is  a  long  process.  Most  of  the  plans  that  have  been 
developed  are  multi-year  plans.  In  addition,  once  a  plan  is  completed,  it  can  take  a  number 
of  years  to  begin  implementation.  For  example,  in  Oklahoma  City,  it  took  a  full  year  to 
decide  on  an  implementation  strategy.  In  Dayton,  once  the  plan  was  completed,  building 
level  plans  had  to  be  developed  and  approved.  In  St.  Paul,  once  the  plan  was  completed, 
the  superintendent  had  to  find  the  money  to  pay  for  implementation. 

3.  The  Estimated  Costs  that  are  Associated  with  Implementation 

The  superintendents  found  it  difficult  to  separate  the  costs  of  implementation  from  the  total  cost  of 
the  master  plan.  Implementation  costs  vary  according  to  the  size  and  composition  of  the 
district  and  the  nature  of  the  plan,  and  implementation  costs  are  not  easily  separated  from 
the  costs  associated  with  the  development  and  evaluation  of  master  plans. 

A  few  districts  discussed  the  costs  associated  with  a  specific  program  or  portion  of  a  plan. 
The  St.  Paul  district,  for  example,  receives  $30  per  student  for  professional  development. 
The  Dayton  school  district  received  about  $171  additional  dollars  per  student  for  math, 
science  and  technology,  and  multicultural  education  program  enhancements  from  a 
permanent  bond  issue.  The  St.  Paul  district  has  an  annual  budget  of  approximately  $300 
million  for  ongoing  program  operations,  with  additional  dollars  from  grants  and  other 
sources  -  all  targeted  toward  the  master  plan.  In  Providence,  $6  million  was  pledged  to 
support  the  implementation  of  the  master  plan  by  local  colleges  and  businesses  and  $19 
million  was  pledged  by  the  state. 

Districts  receive  the  majority  of  their  funds  from  state  and  local  sources.  As  noted,  districts 
may  solicit  additional  funding  for  the  new  plan  or  use  existing  funds.  Many  districts  are 
funded  primarily  through  state  grants  or  local  taxes.  District  superintendents  agreed  that 
the  funds  they  receive  are  frequently  either  not  enough  for  the  successful  implementation 
of  a  master  plan  or  so  tightly  restricted  that  program  maintenance  is  at  stake.  In  most 
districts,  funds  are  restricted  to  particular  categories  of  spending  or  to  special  needs 
populations. 

4.  Additional  School  and  Community  Support  Systems  Utilized  for  Implementation 

A  number  of  superintendents  stressed  the  importance  of  continued  support  from  local  community 
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groups,  businesses,  and  colleges  and  universities.  In  Rio  Grande,  for  example,  the  District 
Improvement  Council,  formed  during  plan  development,  oversees  the  implementation  of  the 
plan.  A  similar  situation  exists  in  Providence,  where  the  stakeholder  group  serves  as  a 
resource  during  implementation,  and  in  Oklahoma  City  where  the  Education  Roundtable 
provides  technical  assistance  and  feedback  on  plan  implementation.  In  Taos,  the  task  forces 
established  during  plan  development  continue  to  be  active  in  determining  the  course  of  plan 
implementation.  In  Cambridge,  local  businesses  such  as  Polaroid,  provide  assistance  with 
staff  development  activities.  In  Providence,  a  consortium  of  independent  colleges,  along 
with  local  hospitals,  have  pledged  over  $6  million  to  the  district  of  Providence.  The  funds 
have  been  used  for  an  inservice  for  teachers,  parents,  and  students  and  the  recertification 
of  teachers  in  ESL. 

Parent  and  other  local  commimity  groups  provide  support  and  assistance  in  a  number  of 
ways.  In  Oklahoma  City,  parents,  including  parents  of  LEP  students,  are  becoming  more 
actively  involved  in  the  schools.  In  Carpentersville,  parent  groups  help  provide  political 
support  for  district  and  school  improvements.  In  Taos,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  community 
support  for  the  MEGA  Plan.  Local  businesses  and  other  community  members  have  been 
involved  in  both  planning  and  oversight  and  local  media,  i.e.,  newspapers  and  radio,  have 
provided  information  about  the  plan  to  the  community. 

5.        Obstacles  to  Implementation  and  How  They  Were  Overcome 

According  to  the  district  superintendents  surveyed,  the  primary  obstacles  to  change  are: 

•  Resistance  to  change 

•  Staff  limitations 

•  Budget  restrictions 

Resistance  to  change  is  a  major  obstachj  to  implementation.  District  superintendents  point  to 
resistance  to  change  as  one  of  the  most  troublesome  obstacles  to  the  implementation  of  a 
master  plan.  Teachers  of  LEP  students,  for  example,  may  not  consider  bilingual  or  sheltered 
instruction  necessary,  and  so  may  resist  learning  new  teaching  methods.  Parents  or  other 
members  of  the  community  may  also  oppose  special  programs  for  LEP  students  -  either 
because  they,  themselves,  leamed  English  on  their  own  or  because  they  do  not  want  to  see 
funds  for  "regular"  classrooms  reduced.  In  Dayton,  school  unions  refuse  to  support 
mandatory  training  for  teachers.  In  contrast,  the  local  teacher  organization  in  St.  Paul  is 
using  union  funds  for  professional  development.  Most  superintendents  agreed  that  the  way 
to  overcome  resistance  is  to  educate  the  constituent  groups  about  the  plan,  get  them 
involved  in  the  planning  process  and  in  implementation,  and  report  to  them  about  the 
progress  of  implementation  and  plan  successes. 

Lack  of  qualified  staff  limit  the  success  of  implementation  efforts.  Over  and  over,  superintendents 
noted  that  one  of  the  biggest  problems  in  trying  to  implement  a  program  is  not  being  able 
to  get  certified  personnel.  Bilingual  staff,  especially  those  with  minority  language  skills,  are 
particularly  difficult  to  find.  A  number  of  districts  suggested  capacity  building  methods 
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designed  to  improve  the  quality  of  their  teaching  staff,  including  staff  development  training 
and  visits  to  other  school  districts  to  see,  for  example,  v/hat  works  and  what  doesn't.  Some 
districts,  for  example  Providence  and  Oklahoma  City,  are  trying  to  "grow  their  own" 
bilingual  teachers  by  sending  parents,  teachers'  aides,  and  high  school  students  to  college 
to  become  certified  teachers. 

Limited  funding  and  restrictions  on  spending  interfere  with  plan  implementation.  Having  a  high- 
quality  staff  often  depends  on  the  availability  of  financial  and/or  in-kind  resources.  To 
receive  funding,  districts  must  often  comply  with  regulations  set  by  the  funding  source,  i.e., 
funds  from  local,  state,  and  federal  governments  are  often  provided  for  a  specific  purpose 
or  population.  For  example,  grant  regulations  may  stipulate  that  the  grant  can  only  be  used 
for  bilingual  staff.  However,  the  implementation  of  the  plan  may  require  new  facilities  or 
bilingual  textbooks,  items  not  covered  by  the  grant  regulations.  In  Providence,  for  example, 
the  state  has  increased  its  aid  to  the  district  by  $19  million  with  the  proviso  that  at  least  $11 
million  be  spent  on  new  services.  The  superintendent,  however,  is  having  a  problem 
keeping  up  with  the  maintenance  of  existing  school  facilities  and  staff. 

6.  Summary 

The  implementation  process  really  begins  with  the  initial  conception  of  the  plan.  The 
content  of  the  plan  is  tightly  intertwined  with  who  will  implement  it  and  how.  The  process 
of  change  should  be  incorporated  into  the  master  plan,  so  that  the  plan  defines  a  new 
culture,  a  "culture  of  change."  Overall,  the  following  suggestions  for  successful 
implementation  were  made  by  the  superintendents: 

•  make  sure  implem.entation  strategies  are  consistent  with  the  management  style  of  the 
district 

•  before  beginning  implementation,  know  where  the  money  to  implement  is  going  to 
come  from 

•  create  a  timeline  that  maps  out  implementation 

•  assign  responsibilities  and  include  technical  assistance,  monitoring,  and  evaluation 
in  the  implementation  plans 

•  when  necessary,  include  pre-implementation  training  so  that  everyone  is  clear  about 
the  mission  and  goals  of  the  plan 

•  provide  frequent  feedback  and  progress  reports 

•  develop  plans  to  deal  with  change  "resisters" 

•  allow  flexibility  for  those  charged  with  implementing  to  adjust  strategies /activities 
when  needed 
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D.     Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 


While  virtually  every  district  superintendent  agreed  that  accountability  is  a  necessary 
component  of  a  successful  master  plan,  districts  are  still  grappling  with  the  issue  of  how  and 
what  to  measure  when  considering  progress.  This  section  summarizes  the  discussion  related 
to  these  issues. 

1.        Methods  of  Assessment  Used  to  Measure  the  Progress  of  Master  Plans 

There  are  two  aspectb  of  "master  plan  progress"  -  one  is  implementation  progress  and  the  other  is 
progress  toward  achieving  the  goals  of  the  plan.  Districts  employ  a  variety  of  assessment 
methodologies  for  evaluating  these  two  aspects  of  progress.  To  measure  student  performance  and 
other  indicators  of  progress  toward  plan  goals,  districts  utilize  a  myriad  of  methodologies 
including: 

•  standardized  tests 

•  portfolio  assessment 

•  data  disaggregation 

•  customer  satisfaction  surveys 

•  observational  techniques 

The  use  of  standardized  tests  remains  a  central  form  of  assessment  for  many  districts.  In  some 
cases,  this  is  due  to  state  mandates  or  the  desire  to  compare  achievement  levels  within  the 
district  to  other  districts,  states,  and  national  norms.  In  Texas,  the  state  mandates  that 
student  achievement  be  assessed  using  a  state-wide  system  called  TAAS.  For  this  reason, 
in  Rio  Grande,  the  use  of  standardized  tests  remains  a  central  part  of  the  methodology  for 
assessing  plan  progress.  The  tests  are  even  translated  into  Spanish  so  that  LEP  students  can 
be  assessed  using  the  same  methodology. 

A  number  of  states  are  beginning  to  recognize  the  limitations  of  standardized  tests  and  are  starting 
to  expand  their  assessment  methods.  For  example,  the  state  of  California  recently  began 
implementation  of  a  Learning  Assessment  System  (CLAS)  which  incorporates  a  variety  of 
"authentic"  forms  of  evaluation.  Teachers  are  now  expected  to  "teach  to  the  test"  and 
changes  have  been  made  to  the  state's  core  curriculum  to  reflect  this  new  emphasis.  In  an 
effort  to  move  even  further  away  from  the  use  of  standardized  tests,  some  districts  have 
begun  using  portfolio  and  other  alternative  assessments  in  several  subject  areas.  For 
example,  Cambridge  has  begun  using  portfolio  assessment  in  many  departments,  especially 
the  bilingual  department.  According  to  the  superintendent,  portfolio  assessment  better 
captures  true  achievement  and  learning,  especially  for  children  who  speak  a  language  other 
than  English. 

Many  district  master  plans  have  as  a  central  theme  the  achievement  for  all  students,  including  LEP 
students  and  other  special  populations.  Since  as  part  of  this  goal  many  districts  utilize  the  same 
assessment  methods  for  all  students  (including  LEP  students)  in  order  to  get  a  clearer 
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picture  of  levels  of  achievement  for  these  distinct  groups,  a  number  of  districts,  including, 
for  example,  Oklahoma  City  and  Dayton,  are  attempting  to  desegregate  achievement  data. 
They  have  found  that  examinii^g  achievement  data  for  each  group  separately  can  provide 
more  accurate  information  concerning  areas  of  improvement  and  problem  areas  for  each 
group.  This  can  help  the  district  better  tailor  its  efforts  to  improve  achievement  among 
special  populations. 

Most  plans  include  goals  relating  to  parents  and  other  non-student  groups.  Survey  methodology 
is  gaining  in  popularity  as  a  way  of  assessing  progress  toward  plan  goals  within  these 
groups.  In  Dayton,  for  example,  a  number  of  different  "customer  satisfaction"  surveys  are 
conducted  via  telephone  and  mail  with  different  constituent  groups.  In  Cambridge,  surveys 
are  translated  into  a  variety  of  different  languages  and  administered  to  parents  within  the 
district.  Parents  there  are  also  given  the  opportunity  to  evaluate  their  children's  teachers 
every  two  years.  Customer  satisfaction  surveys  with  teachers  are  one  form  of  assessment 
used  to  evaluate  the  plan  implementation  progress.  In  Providence,  the  district  is  in  the 
process  of  developing  a  series  of  checklists  and  surveys  for  teachers  and  members  of  the 
school  improvement  teams  that  will  be  used  to  assess  the  progress  of  plan  implementation. 

A  number  of  districts  discussed  the  use  of  less  formal  methods  of  assessment  for  measuring 
plan  success.  For  example,  in  Taos,  the  superintendent  talked  about  looking  at  the  types  of 
course  electives  students  sign  up  for  as  a  way  to  measure  success  of  certain  curriculum 
reform  efforts.  In  Cambridge,  the  superintendent  visits  schools  to  get  a  "feel"  for  how  things 
are  going. 

Most  assessments  employ  the  use  of  evaluation  teams,  but  the  nature  of  these  teams  varies  from 
district  to  district.  In  the  Rio  Grande  district,  peer  review  teams  composed  of 
superintendents,  principals,  and  teachers  evaluate  the  mas^ter  plan.  The  Orange  County 
district  uses  both  internal  staff  and  outside  evaluators  to  assess  the  implementation  of  the 
plan  and  its  components.  In  Providence,  the  PROBE  Commission,  the  group  that  conducted 
the  initial  evaluation  of  the  school  system,  is  charged  with  evaluating  plan  progress.  The 
1  aos  district  evaluates  the  master  plan  using  the  NCA  model  and  then  has  it  validated  by 
the  NCA  staff  or  the  state  department  of  education.  The  Banning  district  superintendent  is 
in  the  process  of  promoting  teachers  as  researchers /evaluators.  For  example,  elementary 
school  teachers  who  attended  a  recent  course  on  literacy  education  have  to  evaluate  the 
success  of  the  training  and  how  it  has  affected  their  students. 

In  a  number  of  districts,  the  planning  team  is  an  integral  part  of  assessment.  That  is  the  situation 
in  Oklahoma  City  where  the  planning  team  receives  periodic  reports  of  the  plan's  progress. 
In  some  districts,  they  serve  a  more  active  role.  In  the  Cambridge  school  system,  for 
example,  all  of  the  original  planners  have  become  part  of  an  evaluation  monitoring 
committee.  The  committee  visits  schools  throughout  the  district  to  assess  the  progress  of  the 
plan.  In  the  Rio  Graiide  district,  the  district  improvement  council  takes  care  of  both  master 
plan  development  and  implementation  oversight.  Similarly,  the  plarming  teams  for  the 
Cambridge  and  Carpentersville  school  districts  have  been  involved  in  continued  evaluation 
of  their  master  plans. 
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The  superintendents  discussed  a  number  of  important  issues  relating  to  assessment.  First, 
assessment  must  match  plan  goals,  and  goals  must  be  realistic  and  quantifiable.  In  the  Banning 
school  district,  principals  were  asked  to  develop  their  own  measures  of  goal  accomplishment 
as  part  of  the  process  of  writing  the  plan  for  individual  sites.  The  district  superintendent, 
uses  this  strategy  to  ensure  that  real  accomplishments  are  being  measured  and  that  they  are 
based  on  the  objectives  of  the  plan.  The  Rio  Grande  district  quantifies  some  aspects  of  their 
master  plan,  but  not  others.  For  example,  equipment  and  materials  purchased  as  part  of  the 
master  plan  are  counted  as  meeting  plan  goals,  but  there  is  no  assessment  of  the  extent  to 
which  they  are  utilized. 

Second,  the  goals  set  within  a  district  must  be  appropriate.  One  district  superintendent,  for 
example,  discussed  how  (in  another  district)  it  was  arbitrarily  decided  to  reach  a  98  percent 
graduation  rate  over  a  five-year  period.  The  goal  was  not  achieved  because  1)  it  was 
unrealistic  and  2)  it  was  not  well  defined.  It  was  unclear,  for  example,  whether  to  include 
students  who  graduated  a  year  late.  The  St.  Paul  district  had  a  similar  experience  trying  to 
improve  graduation  rates  for  high-risk  ninth  grade  students.  Although  they  had  adequately 
defined  the  parameters,  they  had  set  an  unrealistic  goal  of  97  percent  within  5  years. 

A  third  important  issue  relating  to  assessment  involved  hoxv  the  variables  to  be  assessed  are  defined. 
There  was  tremendous  discussion,  for  example,  concerning  how  to  measure  parent 
involvement  and  students'  problem  solving  ability.  Both  of  these  are  complex  constructs 
with  no  clear  definitions  on  which  all  superintendents  could  agree.  All  the  superintendent 
agreed,  however,  that  it  was  important  to  attempt  to  define  these  variables  in  a  way  which 
could  be  measured,  even  if  the  measure  was  imprecise.  One  superintendent  stated  "It  is 
better  to  measure  the  correct  variables  imprecisely  than  to  measure  the  wrong  ones 
precisely". 

Sanctions  were  considered  by  many  superintendents  to  be  a  necessary  part  of  the  assessment  process. 
In  Providence,  they  are  in  the  process  of  instituting  a  series  of  consequences  if  a  school  does 
not  meet  its  goals,  including  removal  of  the  principal  adnunistrator  and  putting  a  team  of 
administrators  in  place.  The  district  superintendent,  too,  faces  the  possibility  of  replacement 
if  required  changes  are  not  made. 

The  superintendents  agreed  tlxat  assessment  should  occur  at  regular  intervals  so  that  districts  can 
better  monitor  their  own  progress  and  also  because  many  states  also  wish  to  monitor  progress.  State 
plans  contain  minimum  standards  that  districts  must  meet.  Many  state  legislation  or 
educational  plans  include  assessment  criteria  that  must  be  met  by  the  districts.  The  state  of 
Texas,  for  example,  sets  student  outcome  goals,  including  an  attendance  goal  of  95  percent. 
The  Texas  Public  Education  Information  Management  System  (PEIMS)  is  a  computerized 
information  manager  that  contains  data  on  all  students,  student  populations,  and  schools  in 
the  state.  'T^he  state  can  then  do  "desk  audits"  to  see  how  each  school  or  district  is  doing. 
The  state  of  Ohio  has  a  similar  system. 
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2.       The  Key  Variables  Used  for  the  Assessment  of  Master  Plans 

Districts  who  want  to  assess  the  progress  of  their  master  plans  focus  on  measuriiig  both 
process  and  student  outcomes.  Among  the  process  outcome  variables  or  indicators 
mentioned  by  district  superintendents  are  the  ones  described  below. 

•  The  extent  to  which  the  plan  has  been  implemented  or  adopted.  Are  the  necessary  plan 
resources  in  place,  e.g.,  staff,  equipment,  facilities,  materials?  Have  the  plan  goals 
been  met?  The  research  department  in  the  Oklahoma  City  district  focuses  on  getting 
the  plan  in  place  as  the  first  step  in  their  assessment  process.  The  Orange  County 
district  evaluates  both  the  overall  level  of  implementation  and  implementation  within 
specific  program  areas. 

•  The  quality  and  content  of  student  education.  Improving  the  quality  and  content  of 
student  curricula  is  a  central  goal  of  most  master  plans.  A  number  of  districts  are 
expanding  the  curriculum  to  include  "character  education",  multicultural  education, 
and  technology  'education.  There  is  also  a  movement  toward  improving  students' 
problem-solving  and  critical  thinking  skills. 

•  Staff  development.  Many  plans  include  staff  development  goals  relating  to  an  increase 
in  multicultural  awareness,  increased  numbers  of  certified  ESL  teachers,  etc.  Some 
districts  require  staff  to  complete  a  course  evaluation  questionnaire  to  assess  the 
usefulness  of  new  staff  development  curricula.  In  Banning,  teachers  are  required  to 
develop  their  own  evaluation  criteria  to  measure  the  usefulness  of  staff  development 
courses  in  their  classrooms. 

•  The  level  of  parent  involvement  in  the  learning  process.  Districts  do  not  agree  on  what 
parent  involvement  means,  making  it  a  difficult  concept  to  measure.  The 
superintendent  in  Banning  defined  parent  involvement  as  "parents  support  student 
learning,"  and  suggested  that  measurement  varies  by  school.  The  Dayton  school 
district,  on  their  customer  satisfaction  survey,  asks  parents  to  report  their  level  of 
involvement  in  the  school;  a  summary  of  the  information  is  tiien  given  to  the 
individual  school  principals.  In  the  Carpentersville  district,  an  external  evaluator  uses 
a  checklist  to  assess  family  involvement  in  school  Checklist  items  include  whether 
someone  in  the  family  makes  sure  the  student  has  breakfast  and  gets  dressed  before 
class,  whether  they  participate  in  school  activities,  and  so  on. 

•  Parent  and  community  outreach  efforts.  In  a  number  of  districts,  this  can  be  measured 
by  the  extent  to  which  parents  and  other  community  members  participate  in  adult 
education  programs  and  other  off-campus  activities.  Customer  satisfaction  surveys 
are  used  as  one  way  to  measure  parent  and  community  outreach.  The  number  of 
parents  and  families  that  utilize  social  services  provided  by  the  district  is  also 
measured. 

•  Social  cohesiveness.  One  of  the  indicators  mentioned  by  superintendents  is  the  extent 
to  which  socioeconomic  and  linguistic  differences  are  bridged  in  the  school,  i.e.,  is 
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there  a  positive  school  climate?  Is  there  integration  between  LEP  and  non-LEP 
students  and  the  L;taff  who  teach  them?  These  variables  are  measured  in  a  variety 
of  ways  including  customer  satisfaction  surveys. 

Student  outcome  variables  that  are  used  in  the  assessment  process  include  the  following: 

•  Student  attendance  levels.  Decreased  tardiness  and  absenteeism  are  goals  for  most 
plans.  Increased  attendance  levels  are  seen  as  indicators  of  increased  responsibility 
on  the  part  of  students  in  Banning  and  Dayton,  for  example.  Increased  attendance 
is  also  a  measure,  in  some  districts,  of  parent  involvement. 

•  Student  promotion  and  retention.  These  variables  are  seen  as  central  to  measures  of 
student  achievement  in  many  districts.  In  a  number  of  districts,  including  St,  Paul, 
the  attention  is  focused  on  certain  high-risk  groups  and  in  decreasing  the  gaps  in 
promotion  and  retention  for  a  number  of  special  populations  including  LEP  students. 

•  Student  achievement  levels.  Student  achievement  is  measured  in  a  number  of  academic 
and  non-academic  areas.  An  important  goal  is  to  use  appropriate  measures  of 
achievement  for  special  populations  and  to  decrease  gaps  in  achievement  for  these 
populations. 

•  Employment  and  employment-related  skills.  In  Orange  County,  teams  of  senior  high 
school  teachers  visited  about  50  local  businesses  to  determine  how  to  measure 
student  success  in  terms  of  meeting  employers'  needs.  (The  results  are  not  yet  in.) 
The  Banning  district  conducted  a  similar  survey  as  part  of  their  master  planning 
efforts.  The  district  plan  is  to  promote  student  mastery  of  the  "knowledge,  skills,  and 
attitudes  required  for  success  in  school  and  society."  Local  business  leaders  were 
primarily  interested  in  improving  student  attitudes,  e.g.,  punctuality,  compatibility, 
honesty. 

The  next  two  sections  present  a  summary  of  how  well  the  master  plans  have  effected  change 
in  the  ten  focus  group  districts.  Since  most  of  the  districts  have  just  started  the  process  of 
implementation,  very  little  data  was  provided  in  this  area. 

3.        Process  Outcomes 

Where  process  outcomes  are  available,  the  success  of  master  plans  has  been  promising.  A  number 
of  district  superintendents  suggested  that  new  or  improved  social  services  in  their  districts 
promote  their  goal  of  increasing  family  involvement.  For  example,  the  Carpentersville 
district,  along  with  other  districts  in  the  county,  have  an  Early  Childhood  Center  where 
children  and  adults  can  receive  medical  care,  including  physical  exams  and  immunization 
shots.  The  staff  consists  of  volunteers  from  the  community,  e.g.,  doctors  and  County 
Department  of  Health  staff.  Sinularly,  tlie  Providence  district  has  child  opportunity^  and 
family  centers  and  the  St.  Paul  district  has  an  adult  literacy  program  for  parents. 

In  St,  Paul,  the  master  plan  has  integrated  Hispanic  and  Asian  LEP  students  in  a  few  magnet 
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schools.  The  district  is  in  the  process  of  expanding  the  service  area  for  LEP  students,  a  goal 
of  their  master  plan.  The  Oklahoma  City  district  has  started  a  language  immersion 
program  for  Hispanic  students  so  that  they  could  attend  school  in  their  own  neighborhoods 
but  still  "stay  together". 

The  greatest  success,  so  far,  for  the  Dayton  district,  is  that  teachers  and  administrators  and 
community  members  are  working  together  to  educate  their  children.  On  the  negative  side, 
they  still  need  to  improve  their  skills  in  the  areas  of  financial  management,  and  goal  setting 
and  assessment.  In  Cambridge,  the  people  involved  in  evaluating  the  plan  "ended  up- 
feeling  very  good  about  the  process." 

4,        Student  Outcomes 

The  student  outcomes  of  master  plans  have  been  mixed,  but  mostly  positive.  In  Dayton,  positive 
results  are  shown  by  the  number  of  students  meeting  proficiency  requirements,  going  to 
college,  getting  a  job,  going  into  the  military.  The  percentage  of  students  who  go  on  to 
college  is  up  about  30  percent  since  1986  (from  19  to  50-54  percent).  On  the  other  hand, 
there  is  little  improvement  in  the  dropout  rate,  with  many  students  dropping  out  after  the 
ninth  grade.  In  Providence,  levels  of  student  leaming  have  improved  as  the  result  of 
successful  teacher  training  efforts  and  have  worsened  where  traixung  has  not  been 
successful.  In  Rio  Grande,  student  progress  in  some  areas  of  the  TAAS  has  been  attributed 
to  changes  introduced  through  the  master  plan. 

In  Oklahoma  City,  data  showed  that  the  academic  performance  of  Hispanic  students  from 
higher  socioeconomic  levels  was  better  than  for  less  affluent  Hispanic  students.  As  part  of 
the  master  plan,  underachieving  Hispanic  students,  and  other  LEP  and  non-LEP  students, 
attended  after-school,  Saturday,  and  summer  programs  focused  on  their  special  needs.  All 
of  these  groups  of  students  showed  improved  their  academic  performance. 

For  the  past  year  as  part  of  the  master  plan,  St.  Paul  has  required  parents  of  high-risk 
students  to  attend  parenting  classes  held  in  churches,  commtmity  centers,  and  schools 
throughout  the  district.  The  classes  have  made  a  positive  difference  in  student  behavior 
because  these  parents  are  better  able  to  model  positive  behavior  for  their  children. 

In  Taos,  where  plan  implementation  has  just  begun,  the  dropout  rate  for  Native  Americans 
is  very  high  despite  attempts  to  develop  a  sense  of  education  as  the  number  one  priority. 
The  superintendent  believes  this  situation  is  in  part  a  result  of  the  lack  of  continuity  within 
the  Tribal  government. 

In  Cambridge,  as  part  of  the  bilingual  master  plan,  high  school  students  who  are  in  the 
bilingual  program  may  attend  college  courses  in  preparation  for  teacher  training.  The 
program  has  been  very  successful. 
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Summary 


Goals  and  assessment  measures  should  be  meaningful.  One  superintendent  suggested  that 
the  skills  taught  now  and  the  goals  set  may  not  be  meaningful  in  the  future.  A 
number  of  superintendents  agreed  that  it  is  important  to  teach  students  to  think,  to 
solve  problems,  to  be  flexible.  There  was  also  consensus  concerning  the  need  to  learn 
how  to  measure  these  types  of  skills  better. 

Standards  for  student  outcomes  should  be  high.  Several  superintendents,  including  those 
in  Cambridge,  Orange  Count>%  Providence,  and  St.  Paul,  suggested  setting  standards 
high  rather  than  at  the  minimum.  The  Providence  district  superintendent  remarked 
that  students  "can  all  learn  at  an  acceptable  level." 

The  classroom  should  be  the  unit  of  analysis  rather  than  the  student.  A  number  of 
superintendents  felt  that  by  looking  at  classroom  results  rather  than  "student  focused 
reporting"  it  was  possible  to  obtain  more  useful  information  concerning  student 
achievement  or  the  causes  of  low  achievement. 

Parent  involvement  should  be  redefined.  Many  supermtendents  agreed  that  parent 
involvement  should  be  defined  in  a  broader  way  than  merely  coming  to  school  and 
visiting  or  baking  cupcakes  for  bake  sales.  The  point  was  made  that  parents  do  not 
always  know  how  to  get  involved  or  what  to  do.  One  of  the  suggested  solutions 
proposed  by  the  district  superintendents  was  to  restructure  schools  to  become 
community  centers,  open  24  hours  a  day  with  community  resources. 

Assessment  should  be  ongoing.  One  superintendent  suggested  that  change  is  a  process 
not  an  event  so  the  implementation  of  the  plan  and  progress  toward  plan  goals 
should  be  closely  monitored  and  constantly  evaluated.  Evaluation  data  can  be  used 
to  modify  the  course  of  the  plan  if  it  is  determined  that  the  goals  are  not  being 
achieved  satisfactorily. 
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IV.  RECOMMENDATIONS 


This  section  presents  recommendations  made  by  the  focus  group  participants  during  group 
discussion  and  in  their  written  work.  The  recommendations  are  organized  according  to  the 
four  topics  of  discussion  and  each  recommendation  is  referenced  to  the  relevant  pages  of 
discussion  in  the  findings  section.  Actual  written  recommendations  made  by  the 
participants  are  presented  in  Appendix  C  of  this  report. 

Components  of  Master  Plans 

•  The  plan  should  begin  with  a  clearly  stated  mission  or  vision  statement  for  the 
district  which  reflects  (and  is  consistent  with)  state  mandates,  district  administrative 
structure,  and  the  district's  policies  for  LEP  students,  (p.  5-6) 

•  The  plan  should  specifically  address  special  populations  (e.g.,  LEP  shidents)  either 
through  separate  planning  documents  or  by  incorporating  them  into  the  general  plan 
through  specific  goals  or  objectives,  whichever  is  most  appropriate  given  the  nature 
of  the  LEP  populati.on  in  the  district.  The  approach  should  reflect  state  mandates  and 
district  administrative  structure,  (p.  7) 

•  In  addition  to  developing  plans  for  LEP  students,  the  district  should  consider 
developing  a  "Handbook"  for  LEP  instruction  which  clearly  outlines  all  policies  and 

'  procedures  for  LEP  students  including  entry  and  exit  requirements,  the  role  of  native 
language  instmction,  teacher  qualifications,  and  assessment,  (p.  8) 

•  If  the  plan  is  meant  to  be  comprehensive,  it  is  important  to  include  staff  development 
and  parent  involvement  sections,  (p.  9-10) 

Development  of  Master  Plans 

•  It  is  important  to  involve  all  constituent  groups  from  both  inside  and  outside  the 
district  in  the  planning  process.  This  includes  district  staff,  principals,  teachers,  other 
school  staff,  students,  parents  (especially  those  from  language  minority  and  other 
special  populations),  community  groups,  businesses,  and  higher  education 
communities.  Each  of  these  groups  can  contribiite  a  unique  point  of  view  to  the 
planning  process,  (p.  12) 

•  It  may  be  helpful  to  the  process  to  bring  in  an  outside  consultant  to  act  as  a  group 
facilitator  or  to  present  the  idea  of  planning  to  the  school  board;  an  outside  person 
is  viewed  as  "non-partisan",  (p.  12) 

•  The  actual  writing  group  for  the  plan  should  be  relatively  small  and  should  include 
district  staff  such  as  assistant  superintendents.    The  many  constituent  groups 


31 

1602 


involved  in  the  process  should  provide  ideas  and  feedback  on  draft  documents,  (p. 
14) 


•  It  is  important  for  the  school  board  and  other  key  groups,  such  as  parents  and  special 
interest  groups,  to  "buy  into"  the  plan  early  on.  This  can  be  accomplished  by 
bringing  the  plan  to  each  group  and  making  sure  they  can  see  how  their  particular 
needs  and  ideas  have  been  incorporated  into  the  plan.  (p.  16) 


Plan  Implementation 

•  It  is  important  to  create  a  climate  for  change  (e.g.,  by  providing  data  that  clearly 
demonstrate  the  need  for  change)  and  to  develop  plans  for  dealing  with  change 
resisters.  (p.  19) 

•  It  is  also  important  to  carefully  plan  in  advance  for  the  sources  of  funding  to  pay  for 
the  plan.  (p.  20) 

•  Implementation  will  work  best  if  the  plan  includes  clear,  realistic  timelines  and  if 
district  and  school  staff  understand  who  is  responsible  for  each  step  of 
implementation.  It  may  be  necessary  to  conduct  pre-implementation  training  for 
those  who  will  play  key  roles,  (p.  20) 

•  It  is  important  to  view  implementation  (and  change  itself)  as  a  process  not  an  event 
School  staff  and  community  members  must  also  share  this  belief,  (p.  21) 

•  It  is  also  important  to  frequently  provide  feedback  concerning  implementation 
progress  to  the  disixict  and  to  the  commimity.  (p.23) 

Assessment  of  Master  Plans 

•  Each  goal  and  objective  in  the  plan  should  be  accompanied  by  specific  evaluation 
criteria  including  measurable  variables  and  definitions  of  "success",  (p.  26) 

•  The  unit  of  analysis  for  most  measures  of  student  achievement  should  be  the 
classroom  rather  than  the  student,  (p.  30) 

•  LEP  student  achievement  should  be  assessed  using  a  range  of  methodologies  that  can 
measure  true  success.  (24-25) 

•  Disaggregation  of  data  for  special  populations  can  help  to  provide  a  clear  picture  of 
the  levels  of  progress  toward  plan  goals  and  objectives,  (p.  25) 

•  Assessment  should  be  continuous  throughout  the  implementation  process,  (p.  26) 
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Focus  Group  List  of  Participants 
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LIST  OF  PARTICIPANTS 


Mr.  Juan  Aragon 
Superintendent 

Taos  Municipal  School  District 
Taos,  New  Mexico 

Dr.  Betty  Mason 

Superintendent 

Oklahoma  Cit>^  Public  Schools 

Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma 

Mr.  Curman  Gaines 

Superintendent 

St.  Paul  Public  Schools 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota 

Dr.  Arthur  Zarrella 
Superintendent 
Providence  School  District 
Providence,  Rhode  Island 

Dr.  Gloria  Johnston 
Superintendent 
Banning  School  District 
Banning,  California 

Ms.  Linda  Kolbusz 
Assistant  Superintendent, 
Program  Development 
Community  Unit  School  District 
Carpentersville,  Illinois 

Dr.  Donald  Shaw 
Superintendent 

Orange  County  School  District 
Orlando,  Florida 

Ms.  Mary  Lou  McGrath 
Superintendent 
Cambridge  Public  Schools 
Cambridge,  Massachuettes 

Mr.  Ruben  Saenz 
Superintendent 
Rio  Grande  I.  S.  D. 
Rio  Grande  City,  Texas 


Dr.  James  Williams 
Superintendent 
Dayton  Public  Schools 
Dayton,  Ohio 

U.S.  Department  of  Education 

Dr.  Eugene  Garcia 
Director,  OBEMLA 

Mr.  Gilbert  Garcia 

Acting  Director  of  Research  and 

Evaluation,  OBEMLA 

Mr.  Tim  D'Emilio 
Project  Officer,  OBEMLA 

Dr.  Adele  Nadeau 
Principal-in-Residence 

Development  Associates^  Inc. 

Dr.  Malcolm  Young 
Vice  President 

Dr.  Annette  Zehler 
Director,  SIAC 

Dr.  Paul  Hopstock 
Deputy  Director,  SIAC 
Focus  Group  Leader 

Ms.  Beth  Felsen 

Focus  Group  Coordinator 

Ms.  Pat  DiCerbo 
Research  Specialist,  SIAC 
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Schedule  and  Agenda  for  the  Focus  Group  Meeting 
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SPECIAL  ISSUES  ANALYSIS  CENTER 

Focus  Group  on  Master  Plans  for 
Districts  Serving  LEP  Students 

Agenda 

Wednesday,  August  3 

A.M. 

8:15-8:30  Coffee 

8:30-9:00  Welconung  Comments 

Annette  Zehler,  Development  Associates 
Eugene  Garcia,  OBEMLA 
Gilbert  Garcia,  OBEMLA 

9:00-9:10  Overview  of  Meeting  Activities 

Paul  Hopstock,  Development  Associates 

9:10-9:45  Brief  District  Descriptions  by  Focus  Group  Participants 

9:45-10:45  Topic  1:        The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 

10:45-11:05  Break 

11:05-12:10  Topic  1:  (continued) 

12:10-12:30  Written  Recommendations  Relatir\g  to  Topic  1 
P.M. 

12:30-1:30  Lunch  (Conference  Room) 

1:30-2:40  Topic  2:        The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 

2:40-3:00  Break 

3:00-4:00  Topic  2:  (continued) 

4:00-4:20  Written  Recommendations  Relating  to  Topic  2 

4:20-5:00  Discussion  of  Topics  1  and  2  by  Pairs  of  Participants 


IGOo 


Thursday,  August  4 


A.M. 

8:15-8:40 

Coffee 

8:40-8:50 

Overview  of  Day  2  Activities 

8:50-9:00 

Explanations  of  Travel  Expense  Forms  and  Honoraria  Payments 

9.00-10:10 

Topic  3:         Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 

10:10-10:30 

Break 

10:30-11:40 

Topic  3:  (continued) 

11:40-12:00 

Written  Recommendations  Relating  to  Topic  3 

P.M. 

12:00-1:15 

Lunch  (Reservations  at  Local  Restaurant) 

1:15-2.25 

Topic  4:         Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 

2:25-2:45 

Break 

2:45-3:45 

Topic  4:  (continued) 

3:45-4:05 

Written  Recommendations  Relating  to  Topic  4 

4:05-4:45 

Discussion  of  Topics  3  and  4  by  Pairs  of  Participants 

4:45-5:00 

Concluding  Thoughts  and  Future  Directions 

ERIC 


SPECIAL  ISSUES  ANALYSIS  CENTER 


Focus  Group  on  Master  Plans  for 
Districts  Serving  LEP  Students 

Topic  1:  The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 


Questions: 


(1)  Wliat  are  the  major  sections /components  of  the  general  district  master  plans? 
Why  were  those  sections  included?  What  principles  guided  the  structures  of 
the  master  plans? 

(2)  How  are  learning  environments  or  educational  programs  for  LEP  students 
addressed  in  the  plans  (e.g.,  as  part  of  a  general  sequence  of  services,  in  a 
separate  section,  as  the  primary  focus  of  the  plans)? 

(3)  Which  of  the  following  components  relating  to  the  instruction  of  LEP  students 
are  included  in  the  plans: 

instructional  methods  or  models; 
the  use  of  languages; 
student  evaluation  systems; 
standards  or  success  criteria; 
teacher-student  interactions; 
parent-school  relationships; 
teacher  education  and  training;  and 
school  management? 

(4)  How  do  the  plans  relate  to  adopted  or  emerging  state  school  reform  plans? 


O  ^^^^ 
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SPECIAL  ISSUES  ANALYSIS  CENTER 


Focus  Group  on  Master  Plans  for 
Districts  Serving  LEP  Students 

Topic  2:  The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 


Questions: 

(1)  Who  were  the  "core"  people  who  were  involved  in  drafting  the  general  district 
master  plans?  Who  were  the  "core"  people  who  were  responsible  for 
addressing  LEP  student  needs?  Who  else  played  significant  roles  in  drafting 
the  plans?  Why  were  those  persons  chosen? 

(2)  What  were  the  processes  for  creating  drafts  of  the  plan?  For  example,  were 
individual  assignments  made  which  were  reviewed  by  small  groups,  or  were 
sections  group-written?  What  methods  of  writing  were  most  effective? 

(3)  What  resources  (persons  and  iitaterials)  were  used  m  developing  the  plans? 
Who  was  interviewed/questioned/consulted  within  the  districts?  Who  was 
consulted  outside  of  the  districts?  Which  persons  were  specifically  used  to 
address  LEP  student  needs?  Which  persons  were  most  useful?  What 
materials  from  outside  the  distiicts  were  used  in  developing  the  plans? 

(4)  What  were  the  steps  used  in  reviewing  and  finalizing  the  plan?  Who 
reviewed  the  drafts  and  made  conmients?  Whose  approval  was  required  on 
the  final  versions?  What  efforts  were  made  to  achieve  consensus? 
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SPECIAL  ISSUES  ANALYSIS  CENTER 


Focus  Group  on  Master  Plans  for 
Districts  Serving  LEP  Students 

Topic  3:  Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 


Questions: 

(1)  Who  were  the  primary  persons  charged  with  implementing  the  general  district 
master  plans?  Who  was  responsible  for  elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 
Who  else  played  significant  roles  in  implementation?  Were  those  persons 
successful? 

(2)  What  were  the  key  steps  in  implementing  the  master  plans?  What  timetables 
were  developed  for  incorporating  the  plans  into  administrative  and  classroom 
practices? 

(3)  What  were  the  costs  of  implementing  the  master  plans?  What  were  the  costs 
of  those  elements  relating  specifically  to  LEP  students? 

(4)  What  school  and  conamunity  support  systems  (e.g.,  special  conunittees, 
community  meetings)  were  used  to  support  the  implementation  of  the  general 
district  master  plans?  What  systen\s  were  specifically  used  to  support  LEP 
components?  How  effective  and  useful  were  those  systems? 

(5)  What  were  the  major  obstacles  to  implementing  the  master  plans?  Which 
obstacles  were  the  easiest  and  hardest  to  address?  How  were  they  addressed? 
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SPECIAL  ISSUES  ANALYSIS  CENTER 


Focus  Group  on  Master  Plans  for 
Districts  Serving  LEP  Students 

Topic  4:  Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 


Questions: 

(1)  What  methods  were  used  to  assess  progress  in  implementing  master  plans? 
Were  those  methods  built  into  the  plans  or  developed  later?  Did  the  methods 
used  provide  the  information  needed  to  assess  progress? 

(2)  What  sp<.  ific  goals  and  milestones  were  used  to  assess  progress?  Did  those 
goals  and  milestones  relate  to  school  process  variables,  to  variables  relating 
to  student  achievement,  or  to  both?  What  goals  and  milestones  were  used  to 
assess  progress  on  components  relevant  to  LEP  students? 

(3)  What  have  been  the  impact  of  master  plans  on  services  to  LEP  students  in 
terms  of: 

•  management  at  the  district  and  school  levels; 

•  classroom  organization  and  classroom  practice; 

•  the  educational  experiences  of  LEP  students  and  their  cpportionities  to 
learn? 

(4)  How  have  the  general  district  master  plans  helped  the  districts  to  achieve  the 
high  academic  standards  for  students  as  described  in  the  Goals  2000  Educate 
America  Act?  How  have  they  helped  LEP  students  to  meet  those  standards? 
What  changes  in  student  achievement  have  resulted? 
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Appendix  C: 
Written  Recommendations  from  the  Participants 


Topic  1 :  The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Gloria  Johnston 


a)  What  should  be  the  major  sections  of  the  plans? 

District  demographic  needs  of  students  and  staff 

1.  The  philosophy  -  vision  -  mission  -  beliefs  should  set  the  stage  for  the  plan. 

2.  Annual  goals  -  inputs/outcomes  for  the  districts  they  should  be  a  stretch  and 
not  describe  the  status  quo. 

3.  Evaluation  Assessment  Criteria  and  Processes. 

4.  Critical  Success  Indicators  -  Annual  Targets. 

5.  Governancfi  Structure  -  Accountability  -  Decision  points, 

6.  People  involved  in  developing  plan  -  (staff,  students,  parents,  community) 

7.  Plan  of  operation,  timelines,  etc. 

b)  How  the  needs  of  special  populations  such  as  LEP  students  should  be 
addressed? 

These  needs  should  be  intertwined  with  those  of  all  students  -  supported  in  the 
demogi-aphic/needs  section  of  the  plan.  They  should  be  responded  to  by  the 
goals/assessments/and  plan  of  operation  and  the  responses  must  be  evident  to  the 
key  stakeholders. 

c)  What  specific  elements  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
teacher  training,  and  school  management  should  be  included? 

Language  use,  instructional  methods/models,  assessment  standards,  criteria  and 
processes,  parent  involvement,  curriculum  frameworks  and  connection  to  core 
curriculum,  and  the  general  need  and  plan  for  professional  growth  tor  all  staff  - 
including  custodians,  food  service,  bus  drivers,  instructional  aides,  teachers 
administration  to  insure  awareness  and  understanding  of  LEP  student  learning  issues. 
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Topic  1:       The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Juan  Aragon 

a)  What  should  be  the  major  sections  of  the  plans? 

Mission  and  Vision  of  the  plan  (School/Community) 
Beliefs  and  values  (School/Community) 
Goals/Objectives  for  District  (School/Comnnunity) 

Implementation  (the  how  to  meet  goals  -  developed  primarily  by  staff,  except  goals 
involving  community  involvement) 

Evaluation 

Plan  Revision/Update 

b)  How  the  needs  of  special  populations  such  as  LEP  students  should  be 
addressed? 

If  needs  don't  surface  in  the  identified  goals,  then  the  implementation  plan  developed 
should  include  "the  how"  to  meet  the  needs  of  LEP  students. 

c)  What  specific  elements  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
teacher  training,  and  school  management  should  be  included? 

The  implementation  plans  developed  by  the  various  subcommittees  should  identify 
methods  of  instruction  and  assessment. 

Instruction  and  assessment  should  drive  some  elements  of  the  teacher  training 
goal(s). 

The  district-wide  management  philosophy  should  be  included  as  a  goal  or  mission. 

SPISANC1  SA2 
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Topic  1:  The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Ruben  Seanz 


a)      What  should  be  the  major  sections  of  the  plans? 


•  Needs  Assessment 

•  MissionA/ision  Statement 

•  Long  range  goals 

•  Strategies 

•  Measurable  objectives 


Identification  of  needed  resources 
Expected  results  or  outcomes 
Evaluative  criteria 
Incremental  timelines 
Assignment    of  personnel 
responsibilities 


b)  How  the  needs  of  special  populations  such  as  LEP  students  should  be 
addressed? 

•  Included  in  master  plan  all  elements  listed  above  with  emphasis  on: 

the  use  of  language 
parent-school  relationships 
instructional  methods 
teacher  education  and  training 
teacher  -  student  interaction 

c)  What  specific  elements  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
teacher  training,  and  school  management  should  be  included? 

•  LEP  students  should  achieve  at  the  level  expected  by  state  (Texas),  District 
and  campus. 

•  Continuous  teacher  training  and  monitoring  for  performance. 

•  Alignment  of  curriculum  to  TAAS  -  (Texas  Assessment  academic  skills). 

SPISANC1.SA2 
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Topic  1:  The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  J.  A.  Williams 


a)      What  should  be  the  major  sections  of  the  plans? 


•  A  Strategic  Plan 

•  Mission 

•  Vision 

•  Core  Values 

•  Evaluation  (Goals  &  Objectives) 

•  Higher  Education  Involvement 

•  Business  Involvement 


•  Social  Service 

•  Research  Supported 

•  Professional  Development 

•  Parental  Involvement 

•  Character  Education 

•  Needs  Statement 

•  Budget  (Based  on  per  pupil 
Expenditure 


b)      How  the  needs  of  special  populations  such  as  LEP  students  should  be 
addressed? 


•  Progressive  curriculum 

•  Need  Assessment  of  District  and  Building  Level 

•  Criterion  Reference  Testing 

•  Inclusive  of  total  population 


c)      What  specific  elements  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
teacher  training,  and  school  management  should  be  included? 


Criterion  Reference  Testing 

Professional  Development  Training  including  higher  education  component 
starting  with  beginning  Freshman  Class.  College  professor  spending  time  in 
school. 

Required  Training  for  all  staff. 
Multiage  grouping. 

Make  the  components  (training  school  management)  a  part  of  the  process  to 
educate  children. 


SPISANC1.SA2 
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Topic  1:  The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Arthur  Zarrella 


a)  What  should  be  the  major  sections  of  the  plans? 

The  following  elements  should  be  part  of  a  systems  master  plan:  a  philosophical 
frame  work  that  sets  the  direction  of  the  system  and  what  the  system  believes  in,  a 
mandate  for  standards  (outcomes)  and  appropriate  assessment,  staff  development, 
decentralized  decision  making,  role  of  parents  and  community.  (The  theme  of  "all 
kids"  must  be  paramount.) 

b)  How  the  needs  of  special  populations  such  as  LEP  studenta  should  be 
addressed? 

There  must  be  provision  that  allows  for  the  development  of  specific  plans  that  address 
the  needs  of  the  student  and  adult  LEP  populations  -  Reference  Providence's  LIFT 
document.  Aside  from  my  personal  belief  this  approach  was  a  goal  of  Providence's 
LEP  Community. 

c)  What  specific  elements  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
teacher  training,  and  school  management  should  be  included? 

The  overall  goal  of  any  plan  must  address  improved  achievement.  Consequently, 
plans  as  they  relate  to  LEP  students  must  insure  the  same  achievement  goals  are 
reached.  Therefore,  the  need  for  comprehensive  detailed  plans  for  LEP  students. 
Rather  than  repeat,  reference  showed  be  made  to  question  #  3  (question  sheet)  and 
the  Providence  OATS  document,  the  LIFT  document  PP  51-59. 


SPISANC1.JA2 


Topic  1 : 


The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  Mary  Lou  McGrath 


a) 


What  should  be  the  major  sections  cf  the  plans? 


Vision 
Mission 
Core  Values 
Indicators  of  success 

(Student  Achievement) 
Professional  Development 

for  all  staff 


Combine  with  Social  Services 
Parent/Community  Involvement 
Partnerships  Business  Colleges 
Assessment/Evaluation 


School  to  work  transition 
Timeline 


b)      How  the  needs  of  special  populations  such  as  LEP  students  should  be 


addressed? 

1. 

Multicultural  training  etc.,  for  all  staff 

2. 

Identification  and  placement 

3. 

Transfer/exiting  policies,  etc. 

4. 

Annual  assessment  students  program 

5. 

Student  family  supports  in  and  outside  school  system 

6. 

Instruction  in  native  language,  *  Secondary  School  important 

7. 

Curriculum  design 

8. 

Linguistic  community  outreach 

9. 

Curriculum  design/development  implementation  evaluation 

10. 

Assessment 

11. 

Equity  issues 

c)       What  specific  elements  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
teacher  training,  and  school  management  should  be  included? 

1 .  Prof.  Dev.  (all  staff) 

2.  Teacher  Certificate 

3.  Diversity/staff-hiring 

4.  Curriculum 

5.  Equity  Resources 

6.  Equity  Teaching/learning 


SPISANC1.SA2 


Topic  1 :  The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Curman  Gaines 


a)  What  should  be  the  major  sections  of  the  plans? 

•  Instructional  strategies  must  focus  on  all  students 

•  Belief  statement  that  all  students  can  learn 

•  Professional  Development  for  all  staff 

•  Accountability  for  ail  staff,  students,  and  parents 

•  Standards  to  measure  student  success 

•  Collaboration  among  social  services  agencies 

b)  How  the  needs  of  special  populations  such  as  LEP  students  should  be 
addressed? 

•  Clearly  defined  leamer  outcomes 

•  Appropriate  teacher-student  ratio 

•  Integrated  curriculum  for  LEP  students 

•  Mainstream  LEP  students  when/where  possible 

•  Full-time  administrator/coordinator  for  LEP  Program 

c)  What  specific  elements  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
teacher  training,  and  school  management  should  be  included? 

•  Clearly  defined  entrance  and  exit  criteria 

•  Assessment  methods  need  to  be  broadly  based 

•  Assessment  must  be  examined  and  adopted  for  elementary  and  secondary 
students. 


SPISANC1.SA2 


Topic  1:  The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Donald  Shaw 


What  should  be  the  major  sections  of  the  plans? 


District  profile 

Purpose  and  significance  of  the  Plan 
Mission  statement 
Expectations  for  students  and  staff 
District  values  and  beliefs 


District  goals 
Strategic  objectives 
Annual- objectives 
Action  plans 


b) 


How  the  needs  of  special  populations  such  as  LEP  students  should  be 
addressed? 

An  annual  operating  objective  should  be  directed  toward  increasing  the  effectiveness 
of  multicultural  and  ethnic  diversity  efforts  in  the  district.  Part  of  the  action  plan  to 
achieve  this  objective  should  create  a  task  force  to  study  the  delivery  of  services  to 
LEP  students.  The  findings  of  this  task  force  could  have  direct  influence  on 
educational  programs  for  LEP  students. 

What  specific  elements  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
teacher  training,  and  school  management  should  be  included? 

Teacher  and  other  employee  training  for  working  effectively  with  LEP  students  should 
be  included  in  the  district  plan.  Element?  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of 
LEP  students  should  be  generic  under  the  section  of  expectations  for  all  students. 
Specific  components  as  they  relate  to  these  students  should  be  addressed  in  the 
district  LEP  plan  (required  in  Florida  as  a  condition  of  satisfying  a  requirement  of  the 
court-decreed  META  agreement). 
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Topic  1:  The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Betty  Mason 


a)  What  should  be  the  major  sections  of  the  plans? 

1 .  instructional  deiivery  system  for  all  students 

2.  Student  evaluation  system 

3.  Staff  evaluation  system 

4.  Strong  parent  component/Parent  training 

5.  Professional  development  for  all 

6.  Community  involvement  (Business  partnerships) 

7.  Section  to  address  specific  needs  of  all  minority  populations 

b)  How  the  needs  of  special  populations  such  as  LEP  students  should  be 
addressed? 

1 .  Teacher/pupil  ratio 

2.  Evaluation  instruments  for  LEP  students 

3.  Professional  training  of  teachers  and  assistants 

4.  Professional  career  ladder 

5.  Extended  school  day 

6.  Strong  summer  school  component 

c)  What  specific  elements  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
teacher  training,  and  school  management  should  be  included? 

1 .  State  department  regulations  should  not  allow  easy  exemption  of  LEP  students 
from  annual  state  tests. 

2.  All  teachers  and  other  staff,  including  principals  should  be  training  to  respect 
and  understand  diverse  cultures. 

3.  Information  flow  to  parents  of  LEP  students  should  be  language  focused. 


SPISANC1.SA2 


Topic  1: 


The  Components  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  Linda  Koibusz 


a)  What  should  be  the  major  sections  of  the  plans? 

Definition/identitication  of  subgroups  (traditional  and  nontraditional  i.e.  gender,  family 
structure,  etc.).  Involvement  of  parents/community  members  in  site  based  decision 
making,  professional  development/training  plan  for  all  stakeholders,  assessment  of 
learning-  outcomes,  standards,  targets,  agency/community  collaboration  for  provision 
of  services,  reporting  to  public. 

b)  How  the  needs  of  special  populations  such  as  LEP  students  should  be 
addressed? 

Needs  should  be  addressed  on  a  site  by  site  basis  and  tied  to  the  major  sections 
(above)  and  the  specific  elements  (below).  Requirements/legislation  should  be 
identified  as  well  as  resources  and.  support  available  for  the  sites.  It  may  be 
necessary  to  have  an  advisory  group  from  each  of  the  subgroups  to  meet  individually 
so  they  can  be  assured  that  their  "individual"  group  concerns  are  being  addressed  to 
their  satisfaction.  Eventually  these  members  will  become  part  of  the  existing  site 
group  once  they  are  confident  in  their  knowledge  base  and  level  of  acceptance. 

c)  What  specific  elements  relating  to  instruction  and  assessment  of  LEP  students, 
teacher  training,  and  school  management  should  be  included? 

All  subgroups  should  be  addressed  within  the  Component  areas  listed  in  A  above. 
In  the  area  of  assessment  of  learning,  outcomes  should  be  consistent  among 
subgroups.  The  instructional  methods/models  should  be  addressed  in  the  plan  at 
each  site/classroom  as  well  as  modes  of  assessment.  There  should  be  strategies  for 
the  involvement  of  all  of  the  subgroup  representatives  in  the  area  of  school 
management. 
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Topic  2: 


The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  Gloria  Johnston 


a)  Who  should  be  involved  in  drafting  the  plan,  including  sections  dealing  with 
LEP  students? 

Staff,  students,  parents,  community  members  and  anyone  who  expresses  an  interest. 
It  is  important  to  have  the  involvement  be  broad-based  and  inclusive,  it  may  mean 
more  meetings  and  more  time,  but  ownership  of  the  plan  in  an  important  element  for 
successful  implementation. 

b)  What  should  be  the  process  for  drafting  the  plan? 

The  process  should  be  like  an  accordion  being  played.  Open  it  up  for  lots  of  input, 
then  refine  it  and  pull  it  together  so  it  is  cohesive  -  then  pull  it  open  again  for 
feedback  and  buy-in  from  more  people.  The  goal  is  to  involve  Key  Stakeholder  and 
build  ownership. 

c)  What  resources  (persons  and  materials)  should  be  used? 

Districts  need  outside  consultants  to  bring  models  and  facilitate  the  process. 
Internally,  at  least  one  person  should  be  designated  as  the  lead  person  for  the 
process.  This  ensures  that  it  will  be  taken  seriously  and  will  be  kept  on  track. 


lQ2o 


Topic  2:  The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Juan  Aragon 


a)  Who  should  be  involved  in  drafting  the  plan,  including  sections  dealing  with 
LEP  students? 

A  district  administrator  assigned  responsibility  to  initiate  the  process  and  to  see  it  to 
conclusion. 

Community/Staff  MEGA  committee  -  Representation  for  all  segments  of  the 
community  and  all  school  departments. 

Subcommittees  assigned  specific  issues;  such  as,  Community  Involvement  in  the 
schools. 

Community  as  a  whole  providing  input;  i.e.,  goal  setting,  values,  etc. 
Staff  -  total  staff  -  input;  i.e.,  goal  setting,  values,  mission,  etc. 

b)  What  should  be  the  process  for  drafting  the  plan? 

Community/staff  MEGA  committee  develops: 

•  Mission  Statement  -  Vision  Statement 

•  Values  and  Beliefs  Statement 

•  Appointment  of  subcommittees  to  develop  goals/objectives  in  assigned  areas). 
MEGA  and  subcommittees  seek  community/staff  input 

Consensus  building  on  all  issues/goals/etc. 

Develop  draft  and  present  for  review/recommendations  to  public  staff 
Present  to  Superintendent. 
Adopted  by  Board  of  Ed. 

c)  What  resources  (persons  and  materials)  should  be  used? 

Facilitator  -  non  LEA  related 

Broad  community  representation  in  all  committees 

Staff  representation 

Education  Reform  documents  -  local,  state,  federal 

Documented  district  and  school  site  plans,  mission  statement,  goals,  objectives,  etc. 
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Topic  2:  The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Ruben  Seanz 


a)  Who  should  be  involved  in  drafting  the  plan,  including  sections  dealing  with 
LEP  students? 

All  stakeholder  should  be  involved,  i.e.,  teachers,  parents,  administrators.  Board 
members,  and  students.  Specifically  for  LEP  plans  -  include  curriculum  director, 
bilingual  director. 

b)  What  should  be  the  process  for  drafting  the  plan? 

•  The  entire  process  must  be  clear  to  all  stakeholders  before  beginning  the 
implementation  of  the  process. 

•  Needs  assessment. 

•  Input  opportunities  for  all  stakeholders. 

•  Review,  revise,  review,  revise  ... 

•  Communicate  revised  drafts  to  stakeholders. 

•  Reach  consensus  before  presentation  to  Board. 

•  Board  approval. 

c)  What  resources  (persons  and  materials)  should  be  used? 

•  Representatives  from  various  stakeholder  groups. 

•  Consultants. 

•  Research  documents. 

•  District/Campus  budgets. 

•  State/district  guideline  documents. 
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Topic  2:  The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  J.  A.  Williams 


a)  Who  should  be  involved  in  drafting  the  plan,  including  sections  dealing  with 
LEP  students? 

•  Consultant  (outside) 

•  Community 

•  Business 

•  Higher  Education 

•  Staff  (Principals,  teachers,  support,  central  office) 

•  Ministers 

•  Parents 

•  Students 

b)  What  should  be  the  process  for  drafting  the  plan? 

•  Review  Plans  in  other  districts 

•  Needs  Assessment 

•  Outcomes 

c)  What  resources  (persons  and  materials)  should  be  used? 

•  State  Department  (Local)  Education 

•  Consultants 

•  Research 
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Topic  2: 


The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  Arthur  Zarrella 

a)  Who  should  be  involved  in  drafting  the  plan,  including  sections  dealing  with 
LEP  students? 

Depending  upon  the  size  of  the  system  an  attempt  must  be  made  to  involve  all 
relevant  groups.  Central  Office  Staff,  Building  Administrative  staff,  parents, 
community,  representatives  (in  particular  representatives  from  groups  that  consider 
themselves  advocates  for  the  LEP  populations)  students,  teachers,  school  board 
representatives.  Teachers  Union. 

b)  What  should  be  the  process  for  drafting  the  plan? 

1 .  Formation  of  a  committee  to  begin  the  process. 

2.  A  review  process  that  allows  for  review  by  appropriate  groups  and/or 
individuals. 

3.  A  rewrite,  to  amend  and  add  ideas  -  this  to  continue  until  there  is  general 
agreement  on  the  plan  and  approval. 

c)  What  resources  (persons  and  materials)  should  be  used? 

State  Department  of  Education. 

Higher  Education  Institution,  i.e.,  MRC  Brown  University. 

Consultants. 

Current  research. 

Internal  resources  (School  Dept,) 

Community  input. 

Review  efforts  in  other  communities. 
Parents 


SPISANC2.SA2 


Topic  2:  The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Mary  Lou  McGrath 


a)      Who  should  be  involved  in  drafting  the  plan,  including  sections  dealing  with 
LEP  students? 


Community 


b)  What  should  be  the  process  for  drafting  the  plan? 

Review  Systemwide  MissionA/alues  -  then  curriculum  framework  -  State  regs.  then 
training  at  local  level  draft  plan/s  review  redraft  approval  process  public  hearing 
and 

c)  What  resources  (persons  and  materials)  should  be  used? 

System  Curriculum  people  -  Consultant  on  process  and  content  (teaching  and 
learning)  (data/national/state/local)  educational/socio  economics/human  sen/ices, 
demographics. 


Colleges  and  Universities 
Teachers 

State  Department  of  Education 

Administrators 

School  Support  Staff 


Students  Sec. 
Consultants 
Business  Partnerships 
Bilingual  Training  Center 
Parents 
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Topic  2: 


The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  Curman  Gaines 


a)  Who  should  be  involved  in  drafting  the  plan,  including  sections  dealing  with 
LEP  students? 

•  All  stakeholders  ...  parents,  teachers,  support  staff,  administrators  business 
and  labor,  and  citizens  without  students  in  school. 

•  Particular  attention  should  be  given  to  LEP  students/parents  special  education 
and  communities  of  color. 

•  Community  Foundations. 

•  ■  State  Education  Agency. 

b)  What  should  be  the  process  for  drafting  the  plan? 

•  Identify  a  Strategic  Planning  Team 

•  Develop  a  Strategic  Planning  Process 

•  Engage  the  services  of  an  outside  consultant 

•  The  Process  must  include  opportunities  to  get  input  from  all  affective  parties. 

•  Identify  writing  team  (person) 

•  School  Board  must  participate  in  planning  and  final  approval 

c)  What  resources  (persons  and  materials)  should  be  used? 

•  Review  planning  documents  from  other  districts  or  private  sector 

•  Secure  adequate  funding  for  materials,  consultants  and  meeting  sites 

•  Time  ...  allow  adequate  time  for  planning  process  to  work.  Don't  rush  process 
you  will  get  a  much  better  product  in  final  draft. 
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Topic  2:  The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Donald  Shaw 


a)  Who  should  be  involved  in  drafting  the  plan,  including  sections  dealing  with 
LEP  students? 

A  subcommittee  of  the  Districtwide  School  Improvement  Leadership  Team  uses  the 
combined  input  from  community  businesses  and  service  agencies;  information  from 
p.ofessional  journals,  books,  newspapers;  reports  from  private  and  government 
agencies;  suggestions  from  school  staff,  students,  parents,  and  school  board 
members. 

In  addition,  the  parent  leadership  council,  SEA  specialists,  and  representatives  from 
professional  associations  (e.g.,  TESOL)  provided  input  and  assistance. 

b)  What  should  be  the  process  for  drafting  the  plan? 

(Answered  above) 

c)  What  resources  (persons  and  materials)  should  be  used? 

(Answered  above) 


SPISANC2.SA2 


1G32 


Topic  2: 


The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  Betty  Mason 

a)  Who  should  be  involved  in  drafting  the  plan,  including  sections  dealing  with 
LEP  students? 

1 .  Parents,  teachers,  community  people,  administrators  and  high  school  students. 
Within  these  groups  should  be  persons  of  each  minority  group  in  district.  The 
total  district  plan  should  be  written  with  all  students  in  mind  cross-group 
representation  can  assure  that. 

b)  What  should  be  the  process  for  drafting  the  plan? 

1.  Information  meetings  with  building  administrators,  parents  and  community 
people  separately. 

2.  Information  meeting  it  with  Union  representatives. 

3.  Selection  of  planning  team  through  volunteers  and  draft. 

4.  Determine  focus  of  plan  and  sub-sections. 

5.  Establish  groups  for  sub-sections. 

6.  Begin  process  of  drafting. 

c)  What  resources  (persons  and  materials)  should  be  used? 

1.  District  curriculum. 

2.  State  Department  resources  (persons  and  materials). 

3.  ERIC  search  for  research  on  other  districts. 

4.  University  professors/Principals/teachers. 

5.  Parents  input. 

6.  Business  Community  input. 

7.  Superintendent  and  top  staff. 


SPISANC2.SA2 


Topic  2:       The  Development  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Linda  Kolbusz 

a)  Who  should  be  involved  in  drafting  the  plan,  including  sections  dealing  with 
LEP  students? 

All  stakeholders  of  the  community  which  could  include  parents  of  all  subgroups, 
community  members  (including  those  living  in  communities  without  school  age 
children)  seniors,  community  agency  representatives,  business  representatives,  board 
members,  staff  representatives  (including  teaching  and  suppoil  staff)  union 
representatives,  central  office  representatives,  building  administration  representatives, 
students. 

b)  What  should  be  the  process  for  drafting  the  plan? 

All  stakeholders  should  be  involved  in  the  training  process.  Ail  stakeholders  need 
information  on  national,  state  and  local  goals  and  objectives.  The  draft  should  have 
input  of  and  be  written  by  all  stakeholders.  The  review  should  include  additional 
representatives  of  each  stakeholder  group.  Ultimately  the  school  board  should 
review/accept  plan. 

c)  What  resources  (persons  and  materials)  should  be  used? 

Training  in  teaming,  decision  making,  consensus  building,  group  process,  change 
theory,  and  adult  learning  should  be  included.  In  addition  conflict  resolution  and 
colivaboration  should  be  addressed.  Training  should  be  ongoing  and  meet  the  needs 
of  the  group  as  defined  by  the  group. 


SPISANC2.SA2 


1634 


Topic  3: 


impiementation  of  District  Master  Pians 


Written  Recommendations  from:  Gloria  Johnston 


a.     Who  should  be  responsible  for  various  aspects  of  implementation,  including 
elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 

People  who  know  the  plan  well  at  least  some  people  who  have  been  involved  in  the 
whole  process  and  see  the  whole  picture.  Implementation  should  involve  those  who 
will  be  effected  by  the  plan  and  should  develop  leadership  at  the  level  of 
implementation  to  insure  ongoing  quality  and  integrity  to  the  original  goals. 

b.      What  implementation  guidelines  or  methods  should  be  used? 

A  clear  delineation  of  goals  and  expected  outcomes  with  timelines  and  accountability 
spelled  out  are  all  critical.  Those  held  responsible  for  implementation  should  have 
had  significant  opportunities  to  develop  skills  and  identify  resources  prior  to 
implementation.  Someone  (perhaps  a  district  level  person)  should  be  monitoring  and 
available  for  support  at  the  site  level. 

0.       How  to  avoid  typical  barriers  to  implementation? 

Recognize  all  of  the  resistance  to  change  that  is  common  in  any  organization. 
Develop  plans  to  address  that  resistance  and  acknowledge  that  it  is  part  of  the 
process.  Stay  focused  on  the  goals/outcomes  and  celebrate  successes  along  the 
way.  Remember  that  change  is  a  process,  not  an  event,  and  the  process  is  ongoing. 
Implementation  strategies  need  to  acknowledge  adult  learning  styles. 
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Topic  3: 


Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  Juan  Aragon 


a.  Who  should  be  responsible  for  various  aspects  of  implementation,  including 
elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 

Outcome  type  committee  chaired  by  a  superintendent's  designee.  Committee 
membership  should  include  coordinators  of  bilingual  education,  as  well  as  other 
coordinators. 

Principals  at  school  level  leading  teaching  and  support  staff. 

District-wide  elements  by  various  coordinators;  ie.,  Coordinators  of  Bilingual 

Education,  Coordinators  of  Special  Education,  etc. 

Community  involvement  in  community  affairs. 

b.  What  implementation  guidelines  or  methods  should  be  used? 

Guidelines  should  serve  to  assist  communities  in  developing  the  how  to  develop 
strategies  for  implementation. 

Guidelines  should  be  compatible  with  district  management  style,  i.e.  site-based 
management,  etc. 

Methods  may  involve  teacher  training,  depending  on  programs  developed. 

c.  How  to  avoid  typical  barriers  to  implementation? 

Be  sure  to  include  staff  in  the  decision-making  regarding  all  phases  of  implementation. 

Be  realistic,  up-front,  with  staff  regarding  resources;  financial,  human,  and  other. 

Keep  Board  of  Education  fully  informed  regarding  implementation. 

Inform  the  public. 

Train  staff  to  meet  the  task. 

All  proposals  for  program  funding  should  be  compatible  with  the  master  plan. 
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Topic  3:  Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Ruben  Seanz 


a.  Who  should  be  responsible  for  various  aspects  of  implementation,  including 
elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 

Some  personnel  who  are  basically  responsible  to  implement  the  overall  master  plan, 
i.e., 

•  Curriculum  director 

•  Bilingual  Director  -  other  special  populations  directors 

•  Principals,  teachers,  and  staff 

•  Instructional  specialists/department  chairpersons 

b.  What  implementation  guidelines  or  methods  should  be  used? 

The  plan  should  include  specific  references  to: 

•  Personnel  (by  title)  who  are  responsible  to  implement  the  various  aspects  of 
the  plan. 

•  A  timeline 

•  Expected  outcomes 

•  Evaluation  criteria 

•  Resources  (funds  and/or  funding  sources) 

•  Who  is  going  to  monitor  the  overall  implementation 

•  Formative  and  summative  evaluation  timeline. 

c.  How  to  a  oid  typical  barriers  to  implementation? 

•  Insure  that  the  plan  is  properly  funded 

•  Assign  responsible  personnel  to  oversee  implementation 

•  Have  at  least  four  scheduled  formative  evaluation  conferences  during  the  year 

•  All  personnel  should  know  that  the  summative  evaluation  will  be  provided  to 
the  Board  of  Education 
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Topic  3: 


Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  J.  A.  Williams 


a.  Who  should  be  responsible  for  various  aspects  of  implementation,  including 
elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 

•  The  superintendent  and  the  board  should  be  the  leaders  for  change. 

•  The  curriculum  Department  is  responsible  for  the  course  of  study  and  the 
infusing  of  the  concepts  in  all  other  disciplines. 

Principals  and  teachers  should  be  responsible  of  implementing  all  aspects  of 
the  plan. 

b.  What  implementation  guidelines  or  methods  should  be  used? 

•  The  strategic  plan  should  be  the  road  map  to  guide  the  implementation. 

•  Board  should  pass  policies  to  support  the  master  plan. 

•  Guidelines  should  also  be  developed  at  the  building  level. 

c.  How  to  avoid  typical  barriers  to  implementation? 

•  Involvement  of  the  total  community.  (Internal  and  external) 

•  Getting  staff  to  accept  change. 

•  High  Expectations  for  all  students. 
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Topic  3:  Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Arthur  Zarrella 


a.  Who  should  be  responsible  for  various  aspects  of  implementation,  including 
elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 

Ultimately  the  superintendent  must  be  responsible  for  the  entire  plan.  However,  in 
order  to  insure  successful  implementation  there  must  be  a  decentralization  of  the 
delegation  of  responsibility  and  accountability. 

b.  What  implementation  guidelines  or  methods  should  be  used? 

In  Providence  we  have  found  the  formation  of  an  implementation  T.O.  has  provided 
the  means  of  support  as  well  as  providing  accountability. 

c.  How  to  avoid  typical  barriers  to  implementation? 

1.  Change  Data  driven. 

2.  Inclusive  planning  process. 

3.  Comprehensive  pre-implementation  planning. 


SPISANC3.SA2 


Topic  3:  Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Mary  Lou  McGrath 


a.       Who  should  be  responsible  for  various  aspects  of  implementation,  including 
elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 


School  Committee 
Superintendent  and  Central  Staff 
School  Administration 
Curriculum  People 
Program  Managers 


Student 

Principals 

Teachers 

Support  Staff 

Business  Partnerships 


b.      What  implementation  guidelines  or  methods  should  be  used? 

Implementation  plan/guidelines  should  be  agreed  upon  during  planning  process  but 
a  monitoring  team  in  place  -  constantly  review  and  adjust  plan  -  Role  of  planning 
team  in  evaluation  and  monitoring.  Role  of  planning  team  in  evaluation  and 
monitoring.  Use  of  media  to  assist  -  Role  of  School  Committee, 


c.       How  to  avoid  typical  barriers  to  implementation? 


Put  all  representatives  of  stakeholders  in  planning  and  implementation  process. 
Superintendent-take  active  role  in  monitoring 
Public  timeline 

Professional  Development  Plan  is  important 

Plan  for  distribution  of  resources 

Be  realistic  -  but  don't  give  up  on  mission. 
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Topic  3:  Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Curman  Gaines 


a.  Who  should  be  responsible  for  various  aspects  of  implementation,  including 
elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 

•  The  superintendent  and  senior  staff  must  take  primary  responsibility  for 
implementation  of  strategic  plan. 

•  All  Administrators  and  school  site  annual  work  plans  must  take  responsibility 
for  implementing  strategic  plan. 

•  LEP  administrator  provide  leadership  for  implementing  components  of  strategic 
plan  relating  to  LEP  students. 

b.  What  implementation  guidelines  or  methods  should  be  used? 

•  All  funding  requests  must  be  related  to  strategic  plan. 

•  Budget  administrators  must  understand  and  be  able  to  articulate  strategic  plan 
to  staff  and  general  public. 

•  Let  it  be  known  to  all  that  strategic  plan  is  supported  by  elected  school  board. 

c.  How  to  avoid  typical  barriers  to  implementation? 

•  You  must  be  able  to  explain  vision  in  clear  and  concise  language. 

•  Involve  all  stakeholders  in  the  beginning  of  process. 
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Topic  3:  Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Donald  Shaw 


a.  Who  should  be  responsible  for  various  aspects  of  implementation,  including 
elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 

Superintendent 

Superintendent's  key  staff  me.":-»bers  (dept.  heads) 

Principals 

Teachers 

Selected  support  staff 

School  advisory  councils  (principal,  teachers,  parents,  students,  other  interested 
community  members). 

b.  What  implementation  guidelines  or  methods  should  be  used? 

Superintendent's  staff  members  should  be  assigned  specific  responsibilities  relating 
to  strategic  and  annual  operating  objectives.  Responsibilities  include  providing 
technical  assistance,  monitoring,  and  reporting  to  superintendent's  staff  at  regular 
intervals. 

c.  How  to  avoid  typical  barriers  to  implementation? 

Communicate  frequently  and  clearly. 

Use  data  to  demonstrate  need  and  progress. 

Build  relationships  among  stakeholders,  salient  support. 
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Topic  3:  Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Betty  Mason 


a.  Who  should  be  responsible  for  various  aspects  of  implementation,  including 
elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 

1 .  Superintendent 

2.  Assistant  Superintendent 

3.  School  district  directors 

4.  Assistant  Administrators  of  LEP  students 

5.  Principals 

6.  Teachers 

b.  What  implementation  guidelines  or  methods  should  be  used? 

1 .  Board  approval  of  guidelines 

2.  Clear  understanding  of  Mission 

3.  Support  (by-in)  of  plan 

4.  On-going  staff  training  where  nf^eded 

5.  Continuing  review  of  process 

6.  Development  of  evaluation  tool  at  beginning  of  implementation 

7.  Periodic  sharing  and  review  of  implementation  process 

c.  How  to  avoid  typical  barriers  to  implementation? 

1 .  Continuing  communication  between  groups 

2.  Visibility  of  Central  Office  staff  at  various  school  sites 

3.  PTA  group  meetings  to  provide  progress  and  get  feedback  from  parents 

4.  Periodic  reports  (reviews)  with  persons  who  help  write  or  input  into  the  plan 


SPISANC3.SA2 


Topic  3: 


Implementation  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  Linda  Kolbusz 


a.  Who  should  be  responsible  for  various  aspects  of  implementation,  including 
elements  relating  to  LEP  students? 

The  stakeholders  (detailed  list  on  Topic  2  Question  A)  at  the  site.  The  school 
improvement  team  should  be  the  keeper  of  the  vision/mission/objectives  and  involved 
in  the  governance  issues.  The  design  teams  which  are  formed  to  address  specific 
objectives  should  have  representatives  of  the  school  improvement  team  as  well  as 
others.  The  additional  people  should  represent  the  stakeholders  most  affected  i.e., 
a  parent  involvement  design  team  may  include  the  whole  array  of  stakeholders,  but 
more  parents  on  that  particular  team;  whereas  a  design  team  to  research  a  new  math 
adoption  should  also  include  ail  types  of  representatives  but  would  more  likely  include 
more  instructional  staff. 

b.  What  implementation  guidelines  or  methods  should  be  used? 

Stakeholders  should  be  trained  in  areas  (see  Topic  2,  question  c  and  add  cultural 
sensitivity).  Accountability  for  implementation  should  be  included  in  the  system. 

c.  How  to  avoid  typical  barriers  to  implementation? 

Substantive  involvement  of  trained  stakeholders  avoids  many  turf  and  interpersonal 
issues.  Issues  that  arise  due  to  the  change  process*  cannot  really  be  avoided,  but 
knowledge  of  adult  learning  and  good  staff  development  practices*  will  assist  in  the 
successful  implementation.  Access  to  good  facilitators  is  also  important. 

*lf  more  detail  is  needed  I  could  expand  on  these  concepts. 
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Topic  4:  Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Gloria  Johnston 


a)  What  is  most  important  to  assess,  both  overall  and  specifically  for  LEP 
students? 

Are  they  learning  the  core  curriculum  and  is  the  learning  at  a  rate  substantially 
equivalent  to  their  monolingual  age/grade  peers.  What  is  the  school  culture  like  and 
how  are  their  parents  involved? 

b)  How  and  when  assessment  should  be  done? 

Learning  assessments  should  be  done  in  the  strongest  language  where  students  can 
demonstrate  to  their  highest  level  what  they  know  and  can  do.  Assessments  should 
reflect  what  has  been  taught  and  how  it  was  taught  They  should  be  periodic 
throughout  the  year  and  should  be  classroom  based. 

c)  How  assessment  information  should  be  used? 

Information  should  be  used  to  revise  curriculum  and  teaching  methods  if  student 
learning  is  not  adequate.  It  should  be  used  for  students  and  parents  to  have  a  sense 
^  of  learning  progress  and  for  the  community  to  know  what  and  how  students  are 
learning.  It  should  be  used  to  celebrate  successes. 
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Topic  4:       Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Juan  Aragon 

a)  What  is  most  important  to  assess,  both  overall  and  specifically  for  LEP 
students? 

All  goals  and  strategies  are  for  all  students,  are  they?  All  special  (proposed) 
programs  fall  within  the  scope  and  strategies  of  the  master  plan.  Student 
achievement  in  meeting  state  competencies,  etc. 

Are  LEP  students  meeting  the  expected  gains  as  targeted  for  each  student? 

b)  How  and  when  assessment  should  be  done? 

Assessment  of  whether  master  plan,  student  progress,  and  activities  meet  the 
progress  timelines  and  desired  outcomes  on  a  timeline  basis  as  planned.  Assess  as 
often  as  necessary^  but  at  least  annually  progress  in  meeting  plan. 

Assessment  should  be  completed  at  a  time  that  allows  time  for  analysis  and 
planning/change. 

c)  How  assessment  information  should  be  used? 

Assessment  information  is  most  valuable  to  decision  making  regarding  revision  of 
master  plan,  which  may  include  additions  or  deletions  to  the  plan.  As  a  report  card 
of  the  district  How  does  the  district  fare  regarding  its  own  plan  and  timelines?  How 
does  district  compare  in  the  "state  Report  Card?" 

How  does  district  compare  with  itself  on  an  annual  basis?  Used  to  determine  -  what 
is  working  and  what  is  not. 


SPISANC4.SA2 
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Topic  4:  Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 
Wr:tten  Recommendations  from:  Ruben  Seanz 


a)  What  is  most  important  to  assess,  both  overall  and  specifically  for  LEP 
students? 

•  Achievement. 

•  The  transitioning  to  NLEP  status. 

b)  How  and  when  assessment  should  be  done? 

Formative  assessments  as  well  as  summative  assessment  at  the  end  of  the  year  or 
cycle. 

c)  How  assessment  information  should  be  used? 

•  To  develop  new  plans    set  new  goals  -  and  vision. 

•  To  inform  the  various  publics  about  the  district's  progress. 

•  To  create  sprit-d-corps  and  pride  in  the  distinct. 

•  To  leverage  funding. 

•  To  attract  the  most  able  and  qualified  personnel  possible. 


SPISANC4.SA2 


Topic  4: 


Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  J.  A.  Williams 


a)  What  is  most  important  to  assess,  both  overall  and  specifically  for  LEP 
students? 

•  Attitudes  of  students,  teachers,  support  staff. 

•  Academic  progress. 

•  Attendance. 

•  Promotion  and  Retention. 

•  Graduation  Rates. 

•  Suspension/expulsion. 

b)  How  and  when  assessment  should  be  done? 

•  sun/eys. 

•  Questionnaires. 

•  Norm  Reference  Test. 

•  Criterion  Reference  Test. 

•  Progress  Reports. 

•  Teaclier  mode  test. 

•  Writing  samples. 

c)  How  assessment  information  should  be  used? 

•  Budget  process. 

•  Restructuring. 

•  Academic  programs. 

•  Management  structure. 

•  Planning. 

•  Reporting  to  the  community. 
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Topic  4:       Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Arthur  Zarrella 

a)  What  is  most  important  to  assess,  both  overall  and  specifically  for  LEP 
students? 

Factors  that  effect  achievement. 

b)  How  and  when  assessment  should  be  done? 

Assessments  should  be  made  at  critical  periods  in  the  program  and/or  planning 
process.  Also,  assessments  showed  be  planned  for  when  key  data  are  available, 
(i.e.:  achievement,  attendance,  etc.) 

c)  How  assessment  information  should  be  used? 

Assessment  information  should  provide  the  assistance  for  additional  planning  and 
program  modifications. 
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Topic  4:       Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:   Mary  Lou  McGrath 


a)  What  is  most  important  to  assess,  both  overall  and  specifically  for  LEP 
students? 

•  Student  achievement. 

•  School  climate. 

•  Student  data  other  than  achievement. 

b)  How  and  when  assessment  should  be  done? 

•  By  people  both  inside  and  outside  the  school  system. 

•  Ongoing  assessment  (different  types  at  different  times). 

c)  How  assessment  information  should  be  used? 

•  Used  to  develop  curriculum. 

•  Secondary  school  courses  and  program  elementary  and  secondary. 

•  School  improvement  Councils. 

•  School  board/supt.  evaluation. 

•  Public  information: 

support  for  public  education, 
allocation  of  resources. 


SPISANC4.SA2 


Topic  4:  Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Curman  Gaines 


a)  What  is  most  important  to  assess,  both  overall  and  specifically  for  LEP 
students? 

•  Overall  assessment... 

Program  assessment  to  ensure  that  students'  and  program  need  are 
compatible. 

•  Specifically  Assessment... 

Oral  and  written  language  skills. 
Vocabulary. 

Story  telling  (elementary). 

b)  How  and  when  assessment  should  be  done? 

•  Assessment  methods  need  to  be  broadly  based,  non-biased  and  appropriate 
to  age  and  developmental  levels. 

•  Entrance  and  exit  criteria  need  to  be  examined  and  implemented. 

c)  How  assessment  information  should  be  used? 

•  Assessment  information  should  be  used  to  plan/revise  curriculum  and 
instructional  strategies. 

•  Assessment  information  should  be  reported  to  community  annually. 
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Topic  4;       Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Donald  Shaw 

a)  What  is  most  important  to  assess,  both  overall  and  specifically  for  LEP 
students? 

Academic  achievement  (overall) 

•  Progress  toward  achieving  English  language  proficiency. 

•  Degree  to  which  social  acceptance  and  integration  have  occurred.  " 

•  Extent  of  progress  toward  meeting  objectives  of  the  individual  plan  for  LEP 
student. 

b)  How  and  when  assessment  should  be  done? 

By  requirement  of  the  consent  decree  between  META  and  the  Florida  DOE  we  must 
assess  a  student  before  placement  in  a  program,  at  regular  intervals  (at  least  4  times 
per  year),  upon  changing  placement,  and  at  any  other  time  requested  by  the  parent. 

c)  How  assessment  information  should  be  used? 

To  determine  most  effective  placement  and  individual  program  design  for  each  LEP 
student. 

To  determine  progress  of  individual  students. 
To  determine  over-all  effectiveness  of  programs. 


SPISANC4.SA2 


Topic  4:  Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 
Written  Recommendations  from:  Betty  Mason 


a)  What  is  most  important  to  assess,  both  overall  and  specifically  for  LEP 
students? 

1 .  Implementation  of  plan. 

2.  Components  of  plan  which  address  LEP. 

3.  Disaggregation  of  test  data  at  implementation  stage  and  at  end  of  first  year. 

4.  Degree  to  which  parents  became  involved  in  plan  implementation. 

b)  How  and  when  assessment  should  be  done? 

How  to  assess  or  what  to  assess  should  be  a  part  of  initial  planning.  Assessment 
instruments  should  be  in  place  when  planning  implementation  begins.  Program 
assessment  should  be  on-going.  Mid-year  reports  should  be  important  to  safe-guard 
against  surprises  at  end  of  year. 

c)  How  assessment  information  should  be  used? 

1.  Shared  with  Supt  and  Cabinet  (staff). 

2.  Shared  with  Board  of  Education. 

3.  Shared  with  Building  Administration. 

4.  Shared  with  original  planning  teams. 

5.  Filed  in  each  school  site  library. 

6.  Filed  in  local  city  library. 


SPISANC4.SA2 


Topic  4:       Assessments  of  District  Master  Plans 


Written  Recommendations  from:  Linda  Kolbusz 


a)  What  is  most  important  to  assess,  both  overall  and  specifically  for  LEP 
students? 

Determinin J  indicators  of  success  that  do  not  water  down  the  curriculum  yet  allow  for 
differentiated  learning  styles/strategies.  The  implementation  process  should  also  be 
assessed,  and  the  assessment  should  also  include  how/why  does  the  implementation 
change  over  time  (since  the  process  should  be  a  fluid  one). 

b)  How  and  when  assessment  should  be  done? 

Assessments  should  be  done  on  a  continuous  basis.  In  the  area  of  achievement  it 
should  be  multiple  and  varied  and  reflect  the  language  and  culture  of  the  individual 
students.  The  process  of  implementation  should  include  observations,  interviews, 
sun/eys  and  data  review.  All  stakeholder  representatives  should  be  involved  in  the 
development  of  the  assessment  as  well  as  in  the  assessment  itself. 

c)  How  assessment  information  should  be  used? 

Assessment  should  be  used  in  a  formative  manner  for  continuous  quality 
improvement.  Stakeholders  should  be  encouraged  to  reflect  on  the  results  and  ask 
questions  as  to  the  meaning.  Probes  should  be  used  so  that  the  interpretation  is 
looked  at  from  many  different  aspects  with  the  intent  to  not  only  understand  but  to 
continue  to  improve  the  process. 
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